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ABSTRACT
A model of job satisfaction is proposed that
integrates the components of discrepancy,

equity,

need,

value and valence theories using a control theory
framework.

Data was collected from 341 full-time

employees from a variety of organizations.
indicated support for the proposed m o d e l .

The results
The results

indicated that discrepancies are largely involved in both
facet and global evaluations of job satisfaction and that
the interaction of discrepancies and importance is
instrumental in explaining global satisfaction.

The

results also demonstrated that comparison others are
involved in the evaluation of job satisfaction and that
different comparison others are associated with present
and future time frame and present and future evaluations
of job satisfaction.

The results also supported previous

assertions that global satisfaction accounts for
significant variance incremental to facet satisfaction.
Finally,

the implications of these results for the

proposed model and suggestions for future research are
discussed.

x

INTRODUCTION
An intensive search of the computerized PsvcLit
database for the term "job satisfaction" indicated that
there were nearly 3,100 articles published between 1974
and 1992 that studied job satisfaction.
numbers with Locke's

(1976)

Combining these

assertion that over 3,300

articles on job satisfaction were published prior to 1973,
one can easily see that there have been at least 6,400
articles published studies of job satisfaction.
that psychology is a relatively "new" field
over 100 years old),

Given

(being just

this number is staggering.

Yet,

despite this vast collection of research, we still need to
know much more about job satisfaction

(Landy,

1989).

With all of the research that has been accumulated,
one may wonder why we know so little about job
satisfaction.

The answer may be due,

in large part,

the theories that have been developed to date.

to

While many

theories are able to predict a few job-related outcomes
some of the time

(e.g., such as the relationship between

satisfaction and turnover), none of them have been able to
explain many job-related outcomes most of the time.
Furthermore,
not competing

some of the theories may be complementary,
(Alderfer,

1977).

For instance,

expectancy

theory and need theory may be the most productive when
used together

(Alderfer,

1977).

Furthermore,

some

elements of expectancy and equity theories seem to enhance
1

our ability to make predictions regarding job-related
outcomes, yet most of the research in the job satisfaction
literature compares one theory to an alleged "competing"
theory

(e.g., Klein,

1973; Lambert,

1991).

Thus,

job

satisfaction may need an "integrated" model that is able
to incorporate all of the strengths of the proposed
theories in order to maximize predictions regarding future
outcomes.
Another reason for the lack of understanding in job
satisfaction may be due to several methodological problems
in the previous research,

including problems with the

calculation of difference scores,

the lack of

consideration for the frame of reference used in the
evaluation of job satisfaction,

and the misuse of global

and facet scales in understanding satisfaction.
instance, many theories of job satisfaction

For

(e.g., need

theory, value theory and discrepancy theory)

involve the

assertion that satisfaction is related to the discrepancy
between what one needs

(or values)

possesses.

the measurement of this discrepancy

Typically,

and what one currently

has usually involved computing a difference score.
However,
Payne,

researchers

1973; Johns,

(e.g., Cronbach & Furby,
1981)

1970, Wall &

have clearly shown that using

difference scores has several severe methodological
p roblem s .

This paper addresses the above concerns and proposes
and tests part of an integrated model of job satisfaction.
First,

several well-known theories of job satisfaction are

reviewed.

Second,

above are examined.

the methodological problems discussed
Third,

an "integrated" model of job

satisfaction is proposed which incorporates many of the
predictions of current job satisfaction theories.

In this

model the frame of reference that is being used in the
evaluation of job satisfaction is explicitly addressed.
Finally,

hypotheses are developed that test some of the

predictions suggested by this model.
Review of Job Satisfaction Theories
There exist many different theories of job
satisfaction.

However,

in selecting theories to be

reviewed, my primary criterion was that each must have
made an important contribution to the area of job
satisfaction.

This contribution usually consisted of

generating empirical research or provoking widespread
commentary and/or debates within the job satisfaction
literature.

Some theories,

like Holland's

(1973) person-

environment fit theory, are incorporated into one of the
other theories,
theories,

such as discrepancy theory.

such as Landy's

Other

(1978) opponent process theory

may be of interest but were omitted because they did not
produce much debate nor much empirical research in the job
satisfaction literature.

Therefore,

given the above

criterion,

the theories selected for review are:

motivator-hygiene, need,

equity,

expectancy,

discrepancy,

and value theory.
The purpose of this review is to highlight features
of theories most relevant for developing an integrated
model of job satisfaction.

These reviews will encompass

the most important issues of each theory,
supporting evidence, areas of weakness,
conclusions.
exhaustive,

including

and overall

Whereas these reviews will not be
they are intended to provide a basis from

which a decision can be made regarding their overall
contribution towards an integrated model of job
satisfaction.
Motivator-Hvgiene Theory
Motivation-Hygiene

(M-H) theory was originally

proposed by Herzberg, Mausner,

and Snyderman in 1959.

M-H

theory distinguishes between two different types of job
components:

motivator and hygiene factors.

are elements of a job related to job tasks,
and the intrinsic aspects of a job
1974).

Motivators
job content,

(Grigaliunas & Wiener,

Motivator factors include such aspects as

recognition for achievement, work itself,

responsibility,

and growth

Hygiene factors

(Grigaliunas & Wiener,

1974).

involve the environmental surroundings of a job, and
include extrinsic aspects such as supervision,
interpersonal relations,

working conditions,

salary,

and status

(Grigaliunas & Wiener,

1974).

M-H theory proposes that

satisfying hygiene factors cannot lead to job
satisfaction,

but may result in an avoidance of job

dissatisfaction.

However,

lead to job satisfaction,

satisfying motivator needs can
but the absence of such factors

cannot lead to job dissatisfaction.

For instance, M-H

theory predicts that employees will not experience any
satisfaction even if they are satisfied with several
external aspects of their job, such as their pay, peer
co-worker)

relations,

and supervision.

However,

(or

if those

employees are satisfied with these external factors,

and

they are also satisfied with internal components of their
job such as the work itself and the opportunity for
advancement and growth,

then,

satisfied with their job.

and only then, will they be

Thus, M-H theory envisions job

satisfaction as being bi-dimensional, consisting of
motivator and hygiene factors,

as opposed to

conceptualizing job satisfaction as one continuum, with
job dissatisfaction at one extreme and job satisfaction at
the other extreme.
Unfortunately,

the evidence for M-H theory is scarce.

Most of the support of M-H theory has been gathered using
Herzberg's methodology

(Gardner,

1977,

Farr,

1977).

Herzberg's methodology uses critical incident interviews,
where subjects are asked to recall instances when they had
felt "exceptionally good" and, during a second interview,

instances when they had felt "exceptionally bad" about
their jobs

(Gardner,

1977).

As several researchers have

pointed out, using such a methodology may result in a
self-serving bias,

in which individuals are likely to

associate positive outcomes to themselves
internal attribution)

and blame negative outcomes to

extenuating circumstances
(Grigaliunas & Wiener,
Consequently,

(making an external attribution)

1974; Gardner,

1977, Farr,

1977).

the person is seen as the reason for

experiencing job satisfaction,

but the environment is seen

as the cause for any job dissatisfaction
Farr

(making an

(Farr,

1977).

As

(1977) points out, asking individuals to

spontaneously recall important events without considering
any bias is dangerous.

However, making causal statements

based on these critical incidents, which Herzberg et a l .
(1959) have done,

is even more dangerous and may,

according to Farr

(1977)

lead to an attributional "error".

In summary, Motivator-Hygiene theory has not received
much support in the job satisfaction literature.

The fact

that it has only found support using a methodology which
is prone to the self-serving bias clearly illustrates that
it is of limited usefulness,
into the proposed model.

and will not be incorporated

However, other job satisfaction

theories are much more useful,

and it is those that will

be integrated into a model of job satisfaction

Need Theory
Need theory,

as proposed by Porter

(1961), posits

that there is a hierarchy of needs in which an individual
first attempts to satisfy basic needs,

such as hunger,

then tries to satisfy higher-order needs,
affiliation and self-esteem needs.

and

such as

Salancik and Pfeffer

(1977) note that the needs of an individual remain
relatively stable over time.

Need theorists predict that

job satisfaction results when needs of the individual are
congruent with the characteristics of the job
and Pfeffer,

1977).

Porter

(Salancik

(1961) believed the best

approach to measuring one's level of congruence was to ask
three questions:

1) how much of the characteristic is

there now? 2) how much should there be? and 3) how
important is this characteristic to you?

Thus, need

theories have several elements in common with other
theories of job satisfaction.

Namely, measuring one's

level of congruence between the amount that one has and
the amount that it should be is the procedure used in
discrepancy theory.

Additionally,

Locke's

(1976) value

theory proposes that an employee's perceived importance of
each particular facet should be included when deriving an
overall index of job satisfaction.
Need theories also have some commonalities with
expectancy theory.

According to Alderfer

(1977),

expectancy and need theories are linked via the valence

term.

That is, expectancy theory may incorporate need

theory "to determine what types of valences are relevant
to a particular act, whether the act will produce positive
or negative valences,

and whether valences will increase

or decrease in strength from the satisfactions produced by
the act"

(p. 658, Alderfer,

1977).

Thus, Alderfer

(1977)

proposes that need theory and expectancy theory are
complementary approaches to understanding the nature of
job satisfaction.
Need theory has received empirical support in the job
satisfaction literature both when examined by itself and
when examined in conjunction with other theories of job
satisfaction.

For instance,

Porter

(1961)

found that

individuals in lower-level management positions had lower
levels of fulfillment of higher order needs than
individuals in middle-level management positions.
Moreover,

Porter

(1961) hypothesized that lower-level and

middle-level managers would not be as satisfied with their
higher-order needs as higher-level managers,

since these

lower- and middle-level managers had not reached their
self-actualization
Porter's

(1961)

(or their full potential as m anagers).

results confirmed his hypothesis with

findings that higher-order needs were the least satisfied
needs among lower- and middle-level managers.

In

addition, need theory has received support when it has
been examined using a complementary approach.

For

9
example, Wanous and Zwany

(1977) examined Alderfer's

Existence-Relatedness-Growth category system of needs,
which specifies a hierarchy of needs such that existence
needs must be satisfied before relatedness needs,

and

relatedness needs must be satisfied before growth needs
can be satisfied.

In Wanous and Zwany's

(1977)

definitions of each of these types of needs,

existence

needs consisted of aspects pertaining to pay,
and opportunities for promotion.

Relatedness needs

comprised social concerns such as prestige,
people,

and group participation.

"task completion" items,

dealing with

Growth needs encompassed

such as autonomy, variety,

the opportunity to engage in challenging work
Zwany,

1977).

security,

Wanous and Zwany (1977)

and

(Wanous &

found that need

fulfillment moderated the relationship between need
satisfaction and need importance, which is a concept
emphasized in Locke's value theory
Pulakos and Schmitt

(1983)

(1976).

Furthermore,

found some support for elements

of need theory and expectancy theory in that
instrumentality expectations involving the degree to which
the job met Alderfer's ERG needs were positively related
to job satisfaction.

Consequently,

this evidence suggests

that need theory may best be viewed in combination,
that in competition, with other theories of job
satisfaction.

rather

Like other theories of job satisfaction,
has its drawbacks.

In a critical review of need theory,

Salancik and Pfeffer

(1977) asserted that need theory is

very difficult to disprove.
Pfeffer

For instance,

Salancik and

(1977) note that when testing need theory,

are three variables that are considered:
needs,

need theory

the kinds of job characteristics,

attitudinal reaction.

Further,

the types of
and the

each variable can either

be the same or different across individuals.
comparing two individuals,

there

Thus, when

they may have the same or

different needs, the same or different job
characteristics,
reactions.

and the same or different attitudinal

Consequently,

comparing two individuals may

result in eight possible scenarios.
eight,

However,

of these

only one scenario will refute need theory:

the

scenario in which each individual's needs are the same,
their job characteristics are the same, but the
attitudinal reaction

(i.e., job satisfaction)

is

different.

Because it is very difficult

impossible)

to find two job situations that are exactly

the same in every aspect,
impossible)

(if not

it is very difficult

to disprove need theory

(if not

(Salancik & Pfeffer,

1977).
Further,

Salancik and Pfeffer

(1977) pointed out that

need theory suffers from two methodological problems:
consistency,

whereby those asked about job satisfaction

(1)

tend to organize their information in a manner consistent
with their previous answers

(this phenomenon is also

referred to as method bias in later research), and
priming,

(2)

in which the questions asked about the work

situation make those aspects more salient than situations
not asked on a survey

(e.g., asking about supervision

makes that facet more salient than facets not asked,
as policies and proce d u r e s ) .
(1977)

such

Whereas Salancik and Pfeffer

are correct in noting these shortcomings of need

theory,

these problems are also associated with much of

the job satisfaction research,

as well as most survey

research

1988).

(see Feldman & Lynch,

Finally,

Salancik and Pfeffer

(1977) criticized need

theory's proposition that needs are stable and relatively
unchanging over time.

Salancik and Pfeffer

(1977) pointed

out that stability of needs contradicts the notion that
individuals may reconstruct a situation so that they may
experience job satisfaction.

That is, if dissatisfied

employees are in a job situation in which there is little
hope for change but are trapped in their jobs until
retirement

(e.g., due to extensive loss in benefits),

then

those employees may experience cognitive dissonance and
seek to reconcile the inconsistencies between attitudes
(e.g.,

low job satisfaction)

quitting their job)

(Myers,

and actions
1983).

(e.g., not

Thus, employees may

12
reevaluate their situation so that they may justify their
action of staying on the job.
Support for need theory's rigid hierarchy and its
predictions of importance has also been challenged in the
job satisfaction research.
(1977)

For instance, Wanous and Zwany

found support for Alderfer's growth and relatedness

needs, but they found no support for existence needs.
Wanous and Zwany

(1977) also discovered that growth and

relatedness needs can become more important when these
needs are highly satisfied,

despite the prediction from

need theory that needs become less important when they are
satisfied.

Finally, other need theories have been

investigated in the job satisfaction literature,

such as

Maslow's five-tier hierarchy system consisting of
physiological,

safety,

actualization needs.

belongingness,
However,

esteem,

and self-

the validity of Maslow's

hierarchy of needs has come under serious attack in the
literature and is not considered to be helpful in
predicting job satisfaction
Conclusions.

(Locke,

1976).

Perhaps the usefulness of need theory

is best illustrated in the conclusions of Salancik and
Pfeffer

(1977)

research,

and Alderfer

(1977).

Salancik and Pfeffer

(1977)

In a review of the
concluded that need

theory accounted for less than ten percent of the
explained variance in job satisfaction.
Alderfer

In a rejoinder,

(1977) noted that any unexplained variance does

13
not completely discredit a theory, but that it may
demonstrate that the theory is incomplete in its ability
to account for all situations.

This incompleteness

suggests that additional theories may be integrated with
need theory in order to improve our ability to explain job
satisfaction

(Alderfer,

1977).

Consequently, we will now

examine some theories of job satisfaction that, when
combined with need theory, may indeed improve our ability
to explain job satisfaction.
Discrepancy Theory
Discrepancy theory states that the level of job
satisfaction is the degree of congruence between what one
currently perceives as having and what one desires to have
of some job facet.

Discrepancy theory predicts that the

greater the congruence between these two variables,
higher the job satisfaction.

On the other hand,

the

the

greater the discrepancy between perceived and desired
levels,

the less satisfied one is with one's job.

Furthermore,

this level of discrepancy is usually

determined by computing a difference score based on the
collection of information from two variables:
perceives to have now,

1) what one

and 2) what one desires to have

la t e r .
Discrepancy theory may be best illustrated in
Holland's

(1973) person-environment

Quite simply, Holland

(P-E)

fit model.

(1973) believes that job

satisfaction is the amount of congruence between a
person's personality characteristics and their
environmental
and Lofquist

(or job)

characteristics.

(1987) noted,

As Rounds, Dawis,

the most commonly used measure

of this congruence is the difference,

or discrepancy,

score between a person's personality characteristics and
his/her job characteristics.

Elements of discrepancy

theory are used in the P-E fit model, which has received
favorable empirical support in the job satisfaction
literature,

including studies by Mount and Muchinsky

(1978), Wiggins, Lederer,
(1984), O'Reilly,
and Beehr

Salkowe,

Chatham,

(1992).

& Rys

and Caldwell

As noted above,

(1983), Richards
(1991), and Fricko

elements of

discrepancy theory are also used in several other theories
of job satisfaction.

For instance,

Porter's

(1961) need

theory advocated the procedure of measuring one's level of
congruence between the amount of some job characteristic
that one has and the amount that it should b e .
addition,

Kopelman

In

(1973) has shown that expectancy theory

is a better predictor of job satisfaction when applied to
a discrepancy framework as opposed to a multiplicative
framework.

Furthermore,

findings by Rice et a l . (1989)

imply that discrepancy theory may be best used by
incorporating equity theory concepts,
comparison other.

such as the

Rice, McFarlin and Bennett

(1989)

compared two statements of discrepancy theory: a "weak"

statement, which simply claims that discrepancy levels
between current facet amounts and wanted facet amounts are
related to job satisfaction,

and a "strong" statement,

in

which discrepancy levels between current amounts and
wanted amounts include the examination of a comparison
other in the comparison process when predicting job
satisfaction.

In their study, Rice et a l . (1989)

have scores, want scores,

compared

and have-want discrepancy scores

(the latter score being based on a self-comparison
proce s s ) .

Their results supported the strong statement of

discrepancy theory.

That is, the comparison process

predicted job satisfaction above and beyond the influences
of discrepancy score alone.
Thus,

the discrepancy construct certainly appears to

play a central role in the prediction of job satisfaction.
In fact, Ronan and Marks

(1973), Teas

(1981), and Rice et

a l . (1989) all state that it would be difficult to propose
a theory of job satisfaction which did not incorporate
some elements of discrepancy theory.
appears that Rice et a l .'s (1989)

In addition,

it

"strong" statement of

discrepancy theory integrates the elements of equity
theory by also considering information provided by a
comparison other in the comparison process
However,

(see b e l o w ) .

one area that discrepancy theory may neglect is

the values that employees place on specific facets.

That

is, it may not only be the process of identifying how a
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discrepancy exists

(which discrepancy theory d o e s ) , but

whether that discrepancy between what one wants and what
one has on a particular facet is important to the
employee.

This implies that satisfaction may actually be

a weighted combination of discrepancies,

such

discrepancies involving high importance facets will
receive a great deal of weight while discrepancies
concerning low importance facets will receive a small
amount of w e i g h t .
In addition to discrepancy theory's inability to
consider an employee's values in the comparison process,
there are also two methodological problems which may have
further hindered its ability to predict job satisfaction.
These are:

1) the well-documented problems of using a

difference scores as an independent variable
Cronbach & Furby,

1970; Wall & Payne,

(e.g.,

1973; Johns,

1981),

and 2) the likelihood that different frames of reference
may be used in different situations
Brannick, Gibson,

& Paul,

1989).

(Ironson,

Smith,

These problems will be

explored in more detail in a later section.
Conclusions.

Elements of discrepancy theory appear

to be very important to the conceptualization of job
satisfaction,

as evidence by its use in many of the

theories of job satisfaction.

Yet, a theoretical

limitation of discrepancy theory is that it may be missing
an important component necessary for the prediction of job
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satisfaction -- that of the importance, or value,
employee places on a specific facet.

an

In addition,

discrepancy theory may be enhanced when considering the
influences of a comparison other in the evaluation
process.

A job satisfaction theory which identifies the

role of the comparison other in the evaluation process is
equity theory, which will be reviewed in the following
section .
Equity Theory
A well-known motivational model that is highly
relevant to job satisfaction is equity theory.

Adams'

(1963) equity theory states that a person compares a ratio
of his/her inputs to outcomes to that of another person.
Inputs are defined as any relevant aspect a person
contributes to his/her job

(e.g., effort), whereas

outcomes are defined as any aspect of his/her job that
this person values
Fedor,

& Masters,

(Oldham, Nottenburg,
1982).

Kassner,

Ferris,

If this comparison between an

individual's ratio is unequal to another person's ratio,
then perception's of inequity result and feelings of
dissatisfaction follow.
Comparison o t h e r s .

Perhaps the most troubling aspect

of equity theory is the understanding of the selection of
the comparison other used in the comparison process.
First and foremost,

there is evidence that individuals do

use comparisons when making judgments about their jobs.

Oldham et a l . (1981)

found that 76% of all employees used

some comparison when evaluating job complexity.

However,

identifying which comparisons are used is more difficult.
Factors believed to influence the selection of a
comparison other include availability and similarity
between the comparison other and the individual
Ambrose,

1992).

In addition,

(Kulik &

the situation in question

may also influence the choice of a comparison other.
example,

Kulik and Ambrose

use other people

(1992) note that employees may

("non-self" comparison others)

evaluating extrinsic rewards
themselves

For

when

(such as p a y ) , but use

("self" comparison others)

when evaluating

intrinsic rewards

(such as job complexity).

personal factors,

such as gender,

Furthermore,

age, or position in the

company may also influence the selection of a comparison
other

(Kulik and Ambrose,

1992).

Oldham et a l . (1982)

found that employees who used "self" comparison others
were more self-motivated and than those who used "non
self" comparison others when evaluating job complexity.
Finally,

there is evidence that employees may select an

inappropriate
reference.

(i.e.,

inequitable)

comparison other as a

For instance, Oldham et a l . (1982) discovered

that over one-half of the employees using comparison
others for job complexity
levels of autonomy,

(i.e., jobs that involve high

feedback,

task significance,

task
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identity and skill variety)

selected a job which was more

complex than their own.
Regarding the selection of comparison others in
equity theory,

Kulik and Ambrose

(1992) concluded that

employees will select a comparison other when:

1) the

comparison other is perceived to be relevant to the
situation,

and 2) the employee has access to information

about the comparison other.

Furthermore, whereas both

personal and socialization factors may influence the
choice of comparisons over time,

situational factors have

the most dominant influence when selecting comparison
others

(Kulik & Ambrose,

Inequity.

1992).

Another troubling aspect of equity theory

is the prediction that inequity will result in
dissatisfaction in circumstances where an employee's
ratios are higher than the comparison other chosen.
Equity theory states that employees will experience
feelings of inequity and, consequently,

job

dissatisfaction when their ratios of inputs to outputs are
not equal to others'

ratios of inputs to outputs.

under-rewarded situations,
dissatisfaction,
inputs,

inequity,

With

and consequently job

is predicted to occur when, given equal

employees perceive themselves to be receiving less

outcomes than comparison others.

Empirical evidence

supporting equity theory's propositions include studies by
Oldham et a l .,

(1982), Ronen

(1986) and Miceli,

Jung, Near

and Greenberger
expectancy,

(1991).

Klein

(1973) compared equity,

and reinforcement theory and found the

strongest support for equity theory predictions

(although

he also found significant influences of expectancy theory
predictions).

However,

equity theory also predicts

feelings of inequity and job dissatisfaction when, given
the same inputs,

an employee perceives him/herself to be

receiving more outcomes than the comparison other chosen.
Consequently,

equity theory may be conceptualized as an

inverted U relationship, where feelings of satisfaction
are highest when the ratios are equivalent between an
employee and the comparison other chosen, and lowest when
these ratios are not equivalent,

regardless of whether the

outcomes benefit the employee.
Unfortunately,

there is little evidence that the

overpayment condition in equity theory results in
dissatisfaction

(Locke,

1976).

For instance,

Ilgen

(1971)

compared equity's inverted U relationship to a monotonic,
linear relationship which predicted that satisfaction
would increase in an over-rewarded condition.
(1971)

found that satisfaction was,

Ilgen

indeed, higher when

the level of reward was more than expected.

Rice et a l .

(1989) also demonstrated that satisfaction increased when
an employee was over-rewarded, which equity theory
describes as an inequitable condition.
consistent with discrepancy theory

These findings are

(e.g., Mount &
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Muchinsky,

1978) , which posits a linear relationship

between rewards and satisfaction.
Conclusions.

When considered together,

the available

research suggests that satisfaction may not decrease in
the presence of an over-rewarded condition, but may
actually increase.

Therefore,

it appears that equity

theory is correct in two out of three situations:
dissatisfaction is likely to occur in situations where the
employee is under-rewarded

(e.g., under-paid),

and

satisfaction is likely to occur when the employee is
equitably rewarded.

However,

equity theory appears to be

wrong when predicting that dissatisfaction will result in
an over-rewarded situation.

This notion that satisfaction

will occur in the presence of an over-rewarded condition
is predicted in discrepancy theory and in value theory,
which is discussed below.
Value Theory
As stated above, Locke

(1976)

incorporated the notion

of a value component into discrepancy theory and referred
to it as value theory.
something a person wants,

Locke

(1976) defines a value as

desires,

or aspires to achieve,

which is different from a need, which is something that is
required for a person's survival.
(1976)

Furthermore,

Locke

defines job satisfaction as "the pleasurable

emotional state resulting from the perception of one's job
as fulfilling or allowing the fulfillment of one's
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important job values, providing those values are
compatible with

one's needs" (p. 1342).

Hence,

job

satisfaction is

conceived to be the extent to which facets

that one values are fulfilled on the job.

Mathematically,

Locke

(S), is equal

(1976)

stated that job satisfaction,

to the value content of the job,

(Vc) , minus the amount of

value content perceived to be provided by the job,
multiplied by the importance of the value

(P),

(Vj) :

S = (Vc - P)Vj.
As Locke

(1976)

further points out,

facets that have

little importance will contribute little to job
satisfaction, whereas facets that have great importance
will contribute

much more to job satisfaction.

example,

job facet "pay" was very important to

if the

employee,

For
an

and the employee perceived him/herself as

receiving a high level of congruence between desired and
received pay amounts,

then this employee would more likely

be satisfied with his/her pay.

Likewise,

if the employee

valued pay but perceived him/herself receiving a low level
of congruence between wants and desires of pay amounts,
then this employee would not likely be satisfied with
his/her pay.
employee,

If, however, pay was not important to the

then the level of pay satisfaction would likely

be neutral, or unaffected.
Locke's

Interestingly, when comparing

(1976) value theory to that of Porter's

(1961)

need theory, which proposed that job satisfaction could be

determined by asking three questions:

1) how much of the

characteristic is there now? 2) how much should there be?
and 3) how important is this characteristic to you?, one
can see that Locke's

(1976) value theory and Porter's

(1961) need theory differ only to the extent that needs
and values differ.
needs

Hence,

if the differences between

(i.e., things necessary for survival)

(i.e, things desired or important)

and values

can be rectified,

then

these theories may be seen as one of the same.
In addition to need theory, Locke

(1976)

distinguished value theory from other theories of job
satisfaction.

For example, Locke

(1976)

stated that value

theory is different from a multiplicative model of
satisfaction, which contains the elements found in
expectancy theory.

A multiplicative model, which

according to Locke

(1976)

is expressed mathematically as S

= Vj X P, does not consider the value content and the
amount wanted of the facet in the job

(Vc) (Locke, 1976) .

Value theory extends expectancy theory in that the
influences of an employee's desired amounts of a job facet
are considered in conjunction with expectancy effects.
addition,

Locke

(1976)

also asserts that value theory

varies from a discrepancy model of job satisfaction in
that discrepancy theory does not consider the importance
of the facet

(Vj)

(Locke,

1976) .

In

The moderating influences of the value one places on
a particular facet when determining job satisfaction has
received widespread empirical support in the job
satisfaction literature.
McFarlin

For instance, Rice, Gentile,

and

(1991) presented evidence which suggested that

facet importance was related to facet satisfaction.
other words,

In

facets that were judged to be important were

more strongly associated with extreme levels of facet
satisfaction,

whereas facets that were judged to be less

important were associated with neutral levels of facet
satisfaction.
In addition,

Lambert

(1991) compared an expectation

hypothesis to a value hypothesis.

Lambert's

(1991)

expectation hypothesis posited that employees who have low
expectations would be more satisfied when receiving the
same amount of benefits than employees with higher
expectations.

Lambert's

(1991) value hypothesis suggested

that job satisfaction depends on the extent to which the
employee values the benefits received.

Although she found

little support for the expectation hypothesis,

she found

moderate support for the value hypothesis.
Like other theories of job satisfaction, value theory
has its share of disconfirming evidence.
O'Brien and Dowling

(1980)

For example,

compared the influences of

perceived job attributes to the influences of desired job
attributes.

Their results suggested that work values

(which they defined as desired job attributes)

only

influenced job satisfaction in two out of five job
attributes.

Hence,

their primary conclusion was that the

importance of work values had been overestimated in the
job satisfaction literature.
Dowling's

However, O'Brien and

(1980) conceptualization of work values as

desired job attributes omitted value importance,
important component in value theory.

a very

The significance of

this omission is demonstrated by the Rice et a l . (1991)
study discussed above.
Unfortunately, value theory does not directly
integrate the components of equity theory.

As noted in

the review of discrepancy theory, Rice et a l . (1989)
demonstrated the usefulness of incorporating equity
theory's concept of a comparison other in the overall
prediction of job satisfaction when using a discrepancy
theory framework.

Locke

(1976) also points out the

importance of including equity by stating that
"satisfaction with rewards such as pay, promotions,

and

recognition depends on the fairness or equity with which
they are administered and the degree to which they are
congruent with the individual's personal aspirations"
1342).

Moreover,

Locke

(1976)

(p.

states that working

conditions, unless they are exceptionally good or poor,
cannot become salient
be made)

(and thus, no proper evaluation can

"unless some explicit standard or comparison is

available"

(p. 1324).

The components of equity theory

provide the structure of this comparison process,

and the

results of this comparison have important implications for
satisfaction outcomes.

Specifically, given that two

individuals equally value the same job facet,

their

outcomes will be influenced by the comparisons they use.
The results of this comparison process will directly
effect the discrepancy between what is desired and what is
currently possessed.
Conclusions.

Overall,

the empirical evidence that

value theory has received is quite impressive
et a l ., 1991; Lambert,

1991; Ronen,

1978).

(e.g., Rice

As illustrated

above, value theory contains elements of expectancy theory
and discrepancy theory.

In addition,

if the definition of

needs was expanded to include those aspects that a person
desires,

then value theory also contains elements of need

theory.

However,

one of the shortcomings of value theory

is that it does not incorporate the elements of equity
theory.

That is, it does not explicitly address the role

of a comparison other in the comparison process.
Consequently,

Locke's

(1976) value theory could be

enhanced by integrating the components of equity theory,
namely the inclusion of the comparison other used in the
comparison process.

In addition,

an evaluation of job

satisfaction may not only consider the present time frame,
which is what need, discrepancy,

equity,

and value
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theories imply, but it may also involve a future time
frame.

A theory which explores this issue is valence

theory, which will be discussed below.
Valence Theory
Although most commonly examined in the motivation
field, a version of Vroom's
(called valence theory)
job satisfaction
theory,

(1964) expectancy theory

has also been used as a model of

(e.g., Mitchell,

1974).

In valence

an individuals's satisfaction is determined by the

degree to which the job is deemed to be instrumental for
attaining valued outcomes

(Mitchell,

1974).

Valence is

defined as the strength of an affective orientation toward
some outcome,

and is thought to range from positive to

negative values.
one outcome

Instrumentality is the degree to which

(e.g., an intermediate outcome)

to lead to the attainment of other outcomes,
expected to range from -1.00 to +1.00
Mitchell
outcome

is perceived
and is

(Mitchell,

1974).

(1974) stated that the valence of a valued
(Vv) is equal to the instrumentality

(Ij)

of the

outcome multiplied by the valence of some intermediate
outcome

(Vj) .

Mathematically, valence theory is

represented a s :
Vv =

Vj X

Ij.

Mitchell's equation may be used to explain job
satisfaction such that the valence of a valued outcome,
V v, may be the desirability for job satisfaction.
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Further, Vj may be second level outcomes provided by the
job

(i.e.,

facets such as pay, work itself,

supervision),

and Ij may be the instrumentality of the job for obtaining
those second level outcomes.

Thus, considering that there

may be more than one second level outcome

(i.e.,

facets)

that ultimately determine satisfaction, Mitchell's
slightly modified equation is represented as:
V v =

£(Vj

X

Ij) .

So, if an individual values job satisfaction,
level of reported job satisfaction

then the

(Vv) will be equal to

the summation of obtaining second level outcomes
facets)

(or

(Vj) multiplied by the instrumentality of

obtaining those outcomes

(Ij) .

A key element in valence theory is that valence
"refers to the anticipated satisfaction associated with an
outcome and is distinguished from the value of the outcome
-- the actual satisfaction resulting from attainment of
the outcome"
(1974) noted,

(p. 1053, Mitchell,

1974).

As Mitchell

this difference is especially important

because most theories of job satisfaction are concerned
with the extent to which the job meets an employee's
needs.

Valence theory, on the other hand,

states that it

is the anticipation of receiving outcomes from the job
that leads to the prediction of job satisfaction.
Furthermore,

Mitchell

(1974) stated that valence theory

may predict present satisfaction with one's job

(by

predicting the likelihood of obtaining valued rewards in
the present time frame)
one's job

or anticipated satisfaction with

(by predicting the likelihood of obtaining

valued rewards in the future time fram e ) .

In other words,

valence theory may be used to predict present satisfaction
or future satisfaction.

In addition, Mitchell

(1974)

states that the level of future satisfaction may be quite
different from satisfaction levels experienced in the
present time frame

(Mitchell,

1974).

Consequently,

the

important point that valence theory makes is that job
satisfaction may consist of two time frame components,
present and future,

and that these two components may be

different from each other.

It follows,

then,

that any

models of job satisfaction should consider both present
and future satisfaction.
Valence theory has received moderate support in the
job satisfaction literature.
variations of the Vroom

In a review of ten slight

(1964) model, Mitchell

(1974)

found strong evidence for all models, with the most
support for those models most similar to the Vroom
model.

Furthermore,

studies by Wofford

(1981), and Pulakos and Schmitt

(1964)

(1971), Teas

(1983) also supported

Vroom's multiplicative model.

However,

Kopelman

(1979)

found that a subtractive model

(expectancy minus valence)

was better at predicting job satisfaction than a
multiplicative model.

Additionally,

studies by Ilgen
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(1971)

and Ilgen and Hamstra

(1972) used a definition

similar to the subtractive model; that is, one's
expectancy level arises from an internal comparison
between what one has versus what one wants.

Whereas this

conceptualization is very similar to the one used in
discrepancy theory,

the important difference is that

valence theory is concerned with anticipated outcomes,
present outcomes

(Kopelman,

Conclusions.

not

1979).

This review of just some of the

research on valence theory illustrates one important
point:

satisfaction in valence theory does not only

consider satisfaction in the present time frame, but also
satisfaction with a future time frame.
and other's

(e.g., Kopelman,

1979)

Mitchell's

(1974)

definition of valence

all state that valence involves a comparison of what one
(currently)
future).

has versus what one expects to obtain

(in the

Because other theories are only concerned with

present time frames

(Mitchell,

1974),

it appears that

valence theory may be best at predicting satisfaction
levels that are anticipated to occur in the f u ture.
Theoretical Conclusions
Upon reviewing the major theories of job
satisfaction,

perhaps an extension of Alderfer's

statement sums it up best:

many of the job satisfaction

theories appear to be complementary,
instance,

(1977)

not competing.

For

a need is defined as something necessary for

31
survival, whereas a value is something that is desired.
Consequently,

it may be that need theory describes a

different set of circumstances than value theory.
Moreover,

the elements of discrepancy theory,

or the

difference between the amount desired and the amount
received,

are seen in Porter's

as part of Locke's

(1961) need theory as well

(1976) value theory.

Alderfer

(1977)

illustrated how the predictions of expectancy and need
theory may be enhanced when considered collectively as
opposed to separately.

Locke

(1976) noted that equity

theory provides the content for discrepancy theory.
Finally, value theory appears to incorporate many theories
of job satisfaction, namely discrepancy,
definition of needs is broadened,

and,

if the

need theories.

However,

one theory not integrated in value theory is equity
theory,

and one element not considered in value theory is

an anticipated, or future, evaluation of job satisfaction.
This paper attempts to integrate the components of
need, discrepancy,

equity, value,

and valence theories

into one "integrated"

model of job satisfaction.

ways,

model can be seen as simply an

this integrated

In some

extension of value theory such that it also includes the
comparison others of equity

theory and theimportance of

the future time frame from valence

theory.

However, this

paper also attempts to address some methodological
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problems that have surfaced in the job satisfaction
literature.
Methodological Problems
As noted above,

each of the theories of job

satisfaction has received its share of disconfirming
evidence.

Part of this disconfirming evidence may be the

presence of methodological problems common in many areas
of job satisfaction research.

These methodological

problems include difference scores,
inconsistencies,

frame-of-reference

and the problems of using global and

facet rating scales for misguided purposes.

These areas

will be addressed in the following sections.
Difference Scores
The calculation of the difference score is the
cornerstone of a number of theories in job satisfaction.
For instance,

Porter

(1961)

computed the size of a

deficiency in need fulfillment by asking how much of a
specific job characteristic there is and subtracting that
amount from how much there should be of that job
characteristic.

Value theory

(1976) also evaluates job

satisfaction by considering the mathematical difference
between what one desires and what one has.
Environment fit theory

Person-

(or discrepancy theory)

determines

the amount of congruence between one's personality
characteristics and their job environment characteristics
by assessing the difference between these two constructs
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(Gati,

1989).

In fact,

the calculation of the difference

score may be one of the major reasons for the
contradictory empirical evidence found in discrepancy
theory.
As noted above,

there are two inconsistencies with

discrepancy theory which may have hindered its ability to
predict job satisfaction.
Cronbach & Furby,
Gati,

First,

several authors

1970; Wall & Payne,

1973; Johns,

198 9) have noted that discrepancy scores,

difference scores,
shortcomings,

1981;

or

suffer from several methodological

including attenuation of reliability due to

range restriction

(Johns,

1981).

Consequently,

that have not corrected for this shortcoming
are many)

(e.g.,

have made erroneous,

studies

(and there

or at the very least,

tenuous conclusions regarding the ability of discrepancy
theory to predict job satisfaction.

Second,

the frame of

reference used by the respondent may vary depending on the
wording of the question.
(1972)

For instance, Wanous and Lawler

compared nine different conceptualizations of

measuring job satisfaction,

including two different

discrepancy conceptualizations.
"Should Be - Is Now" discrepancy;

In one, they examined the
in another,

they

inspected the "Would Like - Is Now" discrepancy.
Wanous and Lawler

As

(1972) pointed out, asking "Should Be -

Is Now" implies an equity comparison about the present
state of affairs.

However,

asking "Would Like - Is Now"

implies a comparison about one's ideal or desired state of
affairs, which may involve one's belief about one's future
state of affairs.

Thus,

the wording of discrepancy items

may influence a respondent's frame of reference

(present

or future), which ultimately may yield different
information about a person's satisfaction level.

Given

that it surfaces in three of the six major job
satisfaction theories reviewed here,

it can be seen that

the calculation of the difference score is an integral
part of measuring job satisfaction.
The standard method of obtaining a difference score
is to collect measurements of two supposedly distinct
constructs,

such as a "desired" score

"would like score)
facet,
latter.

(or a "should be" or

and an "is now" score of some job

and then to simply subtract the former from the
Unfortunately,

this method of calculating a

difference score is fraught with complications.

Perhaps

the largest problem with difference scores is their lack
of reliability and, consequently,
instance, Wall and Payne

construct validity.

For

(1973) note that employees have a

tendency to rarely state that there should be less of
something than there already is, which Wall and Payne
(1973)

call a "psychological constraint".

Thus,

if

employees rate their current pay as being a "adequate",

it

is unlikely that they will rate their desired pay to be
"less than adequate".

In addition, Wall and Payne

(1973)

assert that a "logical constraint" also occurs in
employees.

That is, when assessing the difference between

a "desired" score and an "is now" score on a 7-point
scale,

an "is now" score of 5 can yield difference scores

ranging from -4 to 2, whereas an "is now" score of 2 can
yield difference scores ranging from -1 to 5.

However,

since employees rarely provide negative values for desired
scores

(the psychological constraint), a restriction of

range occurs.

The higher the "is now" score,

the range of possible "desired" scores.

the smaller

This restriction

of range will result in an attenuation of reliability
(Wall and Payne,

1973) .

More evidence of the attenuation of reliability is
provided by Johns

(1981).

In a review of several problems

with difference scores, he asserts that the reliability of
a difference score will be equivalent to the reliability
of the two components

(e.g.,

"is now" and "desired")

only

when the correlation between these two components is zero.
When there is a positive correlation between these two
components,

then the reliability of the difference score

will be attenuated

(Johns,

1981).

On the other hand, problems can occur even when
difference scores have a high degree of reliability.
These problems can occur under at least two circumstances.
First,

difference scores are likely to

their component scores

(Wall & Payne,

correlate with
1973).

For example,

because most individuals will not have a higher "is now"
score than a "desired" score

(Wall & Payne,

1973), a low

"desired" score will also result in a low "is now" score,
and the subtraction of these two low scores will yield a
low difference score.

Thus,

the low component score will

be spuriously correlated with the difference score.
Second,

component scores may correlate with job

satisfaction.

For instance,

someone who is satisfied with

their job will probably have a high "is now" score.
Likewise,

someone who is not satisfied with their job will

have a low "is now" score.

Consequently,

the component

score will also be correlated with job satisfaction.
Thus, as long as the component scores are not uncorrelated
with job satisfaction,

these two circumstances would

result in a researcher falsely stating the extent of a
positive relationship between the difference score and job
satisfaction.
In addition to these problems,

the measurement of a

difference score may also be confounded due to the notion
that the scores from the contributing constructs are not
using the same unit of measurement
For example,

Cronbach and Furby

(Rounds et a l ., 1987).

(1970) note that it is

acceptable to subtract an "is now" from a "desired" score
as long as these two constructs are compatible.

That is,

a score of 3 on an "is now" item is equal to a score of 3
on a "desired" item.

Unfortunately,

these two scores will

rarely be equivalent.

As Lord

(1958) points out, the "is

now" score and "desired" score may not represent the same
psychological process.
time,

That is, at different points in

different processes

(or standards of comparison) may

contribute to the evaluation of each score.

Asking

employees to assess their pay "now" and to assess their
"desired" pay later may prompt the employees to use
different frames of reference and,

therefore,

to use

different psychological processes to evaluate each
construct.

Consequently,

subtracting an "is now" score

based on one frame of reference from a "desired" score
based on another frame of reference may render the
difference score meaningless or, at the very least,
uninterpretable.
As a result of these problems with difference scores,
several researchers have suggested a variety of correction
methods when employing difference scores.

One such

correction method is the sum of the squared difference
scores measuring a particular facet, or D2 (Cronbach &
Glaser,

1953).

satisfaction,

For instance, when measuring pay
each of the items measuring pay would yield

a difference score,

and squaring each of these scores and

then adding them would yield a D2 index.
Rounds et a l . (1987)

For example,

found that a D2 measure yielding

profile shape was the best predictor measure of job
satisfaction.

However,

as Gati

(1989) has illustrated,

squaring the difference score gives more relative weight
to larger differences than smaller differences and, as
mentioned above,

this process fails to consider the

importance of the facet to the employee.
index assumes a two-directional,

Moreover,

symmetric model

the D2

(Rounds

et a l ., 1987), yet, with the exception of equity theory,
theories emphasizing difference scores assume a onedirectional model.

That is, they only address instances

where the "desired" score is higher than the "is now"
score.

Thus,

it appears that using the D2 index is

inappropriate for determining job satisfaction.
Other techniques employed to rectify the problems of
difference scores include simply performing statistical
operations such as corrections for the expected
attenuation of reliability

(Johns,

1981), or the

partialling out of influences of the two contributing
constructs to the obtained difference score,
"desired" and "is now" scores

such as the

(Cronbach & Furby,

1970).

However, performing these statistical operations does
little to resolve the problem of employees potentially
using different frames of reference
of measurement)
addition,

(i.e., different units

when evaluating each construct.

In

these corrections do not address the

psychological constraint that is believed to exist when
evaluating components of difference scores.

Therefore,

performing statistical operations to correct the problems
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of difference scores may not be warranted when attempting
to measure job satisfaction.
Perhaps the best method of assessing discrepancy when
studying job satisfaction is to discard the difference
score altogether.

As suggested by Wall and Payne

(1973),

the best solution may be to simply-ask "How much more
would you like than you have now?"

Using this framework

solves many of the aforementioned problems with difference
scores.

Namely,

asking only one question eliminates the

need for computing a difference score, which may suffer
from a relatively low level of reliability or may be
involved in spurious relationships with various outcome
variables

(such as job satisfaction).

In addition,

asking

only one question resolves the possibility of employees
providing evaluations based on two different frames of
reference.

Asking "How much more would you like than you

have now" allows the current situation to act as an anchor
point around which commonly-based evaluations can be made
(Wall & Payne,

1973).

That is, asking only one question

permits an individual to estimate the magnitude of the
discrepancy directly.

Finally, phrasing the question in

this manner reduces the tendency for employees to
logically and psychologically constrain their responses
(Wall & Payne,

1973) .

Consequently,

it appears that the

best method for resolving the methodological problems of
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difference scores found in the job satisfaction literature
is to simply combine both questions into one question.
Unfortunately,

this technique does not completely

resolve another methodological shortcoming of the job
satisfaction literature,

that of identifying proper uses

of facet and global scales of job satisfaction.

These

proper uses are identified below.
Facet versus Global Scales
According to Ironson et a l . (1989),
developed to measure separate,
job.

In other words,

facet scales are

or specific,

areas of a

facet scales distinguish between

different features of job satisfaction.

On the other

hand, global scales are used for the purpose of evaluating
an employee's overall feelings toward their job
et a l ., 1989) .

Thus,

(Ironson

facet scales provide information

regarding satisfaction levels pertinent to a specific
aspect of a job

(such as p a y ) , whereas global scales

provide information regarding satisfaction levels
pertinent across all aspects of a job.
As a result of these differences,

facet and global

scales may be used to obtain different types of
information regarding job satisfaction,

which may

influence their ability to predict certain outcomes
associated with job satisfaction.
Edwards,

and Raju

(1989)

For instance, Neuman,

found that organizational

development interventions were more strongly related to

*
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global satisfaction measures than to facet satisfaction
measures.
Muchinsky

In addition, meta-analyses by Iaffaldano and
(1985) and Petty, McGee, and Cavender

(1984)

demonstrated higher correlations between global
satisfaction and performance than between facet
satisfaction and performance.
Scott and Taylor

(1985)

Finally,

a meta-analysis by

revealed that global satisfaction

was a better predictor of the frequency of absenteeism
than most facet measures of job satisfaction.

Thus,

global scales appear to be providing different information
than facet scales,

and this varying information may be

responsible for the different associations observed among
job-relevant behaviors.
Further evidence that global and facet scales may be
yielding different information is provided by the m e t a 
analysis by Iaffaldano and Muchinsky

(1985).

They

examined the influences of nine design characteristics as
moderators of the satisfaction-performance relationship
and found the choice of using a facet or a global scale
moderated the satisfaction-performance relationship the
most.

As stated above,

the choice of using a global scale

resulted in a higher positive relationship between
satisfaction and performance than when using a facet scale
(Iaffaldano & Muchinsky,

1985).

The above evidence suggests that facet and global
scales appear to provide different measures of job
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satisfaction such that global scales appear to be better
predictors of job-relevant behaviors,
turnover,

and performance.

such as absenteeism,

The explanation for this

discrepancy lies in the failure of facet scales to
adequately cover all pertinent areas of job satisfaction
(Scarpello & Campbell,
pointed out,

1983).

As Ironson et a l . (1989)

facet scales may neglect some aspects of a

job that are important to an employee.
(e.g., Lambert,

1991; Ronen,

Several studies

1978; Rice et a l ., 1991)

have

shown that facet importance is a key element in
determining satisfaction.
Campbell

(1983)

Moreover, Scarpello and

suggested that global scales appear to

consider satisfaction with occupational choice and other
areas not covered by facet scales.

Likewise,

facet scales

may also include job features that are not important to
the employee

(Ironson et a l ., 1989).

Thus, differences

between facet and global scales may be due, in part,

to

the notions that facet scales do not consider the
importance of each facet to each employee,

and global

scales may include aspects that are rarely covered by
facet scales.
Given these conclusions,

it follows that combining or

adding facet scales to get a global index of satisfaction
is unwarranted.

Yet,

such combination commonly occurs in

the job satisfaction literature
1983).

(Scarpello & Campbell,

In conclusion,

facet and global scales cover

different features of a job, and these differences may
have implications for their abilities to predict j o b 
relevant behaviors.

However, whether a scale is facet -

based or global-based may not only have implications for
various outcomes, but it may also have implications for
the time frame, or the frame of reference,
used when responding to scale items.

that has been

Consequently,

these

implications are discussed next.
Frame of Reference
Perhaps one of the most ignored aspects of job
satisfaction measurement is the frame of reference used by
employees when responding to survey or interview
questions.

Smith,

Kendall,

and Hulin

(1969)

stated that

job satisfaction "evaluations are made with respect to
some reference point or standard"

(p.15), and these

standards are influenced by the frame of reference used.
Furthermore,

Landy

(1978)

suggested that as working

conditions change over time,
will change as well.

the level of job satisfaction

If this is indeed the case,

then it

may be that anticipated changes in working conditions may
yield different levels of reported job satisfaction than
current aspects of working conditions.

Consequently,

it

follows that if employees are using a different time frame
for their evaluation of job satisfaction,

then they may be
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using a different frame of reference, which then will
influence the level of reported job satisfaction.
Similar arguments made by Lord
(1974)

(1958)

and Mitchell

provide support for this suggestion.

As noted

above, asking "desired" and "is now" questions may not
elicit the same psychological comparison processes
1958) .

(Lord,

If different reference points are based on

different time frames,

then the psychological processes

used in job satisfaction evaluations may be entirely
different

(Lord,

1958) .

Similarly, Mitchell

(1974)

asserts that there is a clear distinction between present
levels of satisfaction, which involve rewards already
received,

and anticipated levels of satisfaction, which

involve the anticipation of receiving rewards.
Additional support of the frame of reference
influencing reported levels of job satisfaction is
bolstered by arguments generated by Ironson et a l . (1989).
They note that the frame of reference used when responding
to a facet measure of job satisfaction may be different
than the frame of reference when responding to a global
measure of job satisfaction.

Ironson et a l . (1989)

propose that facet scales may encourage a short-term
response while global scales may encourage a more long
term response.

If this is indeed the case,

then it may

help explain the predictive differences between facet and
global scales.

Alternatively,

asking "should" as opposed to "would"

may have implications for the frame of reference used in
the evaluation of job satisfaction.
Wanous and Lawler

As described earlier,

(1972) noted that using "should" in a

discrepancy measure encourages a present evaluation.
instance,

For

if we asked a group of employees these

questions:

"How much satisfaction do you have with your

supervisor?" and:

"How much satisfaction should there be

with your supervisor?", we may be encouraging a short-term
response because asking "should be" implies the present
situation.

Consequently,

this short-term response may

yield outcomes that are related to facet scales
ab o v e ) .

However,

(detailed

if we changed the second question to:

"How much satisfaction would you like with your
supervisor?",

we may be encouraging a longer-term response

because asking "would like" implies some future situation.
This longer-term response may generate outcomes that are
associated with global scales
Taken together,

then,

(also detailed a b o v e ) .

it may be that the format of the

questions asked on a survey or interview may encourage
employees to use a certain frame of reference, which then
may influence the ability of the job satisfaction measure
to predict certain outcomes.
Furthermore,

encouraging a short-term response may

imply satisfaction in the present, while encouraging a
longer-term response may imply satisfaction in the future,

or anticipated satisfaction.
(e.g., Locke,
satisfaction

1976)

However,

some researchers

do not believe that anticipated

(the degree to which anticipated outcomes

influence job satisfaction)
job satisfaction.

is an adequate definition of

For instance, Locke

(1976) clearly

stated that job satisfaction is present-oriented,
morale is future-oriented.

Hence, Locke's

while

(1976)

definition of job satisfaction would only involve the
degree to which outcomes already received influence job
satisfaction

(Mitchell,

1976).

In addition,

Locke

(1976)

asserts that an appraisal of job satisfaction is usually
made by a single employee, while morale involves a group
reference.

Yet,

it certainly seems plausible that an

appraisal of present job satisfaction may include
evaluations of anticipated rewards.

In fact, Kopelman

(1979) noted that many clinical and social psychologists
developed theories of affective reactions

(which include

satisfaction with various areas of one's life) by
concentrating on anticipated future benefits as opposed to
benefits already received.

Moreover, valence theory

focuses on the anticipation that intermediate outcomes
will result in certain valued outcomes
satisfaction)
(1989)

(Mitchell,

1974).

(such as job

Finally, Hollenbeck

found evidence that expectations regarding future

outcomes helped account for significant variance in
overall satisfaction.

When considered together,

the above
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evidence strongly suggests that job satisfaction may also
include evaluations of future outcomes and that these
evaluations may be made by a single employee.
In fact, evaluating future satisfaction may result in
better predictions of certain job-related behaviors.

For

instance, most indicators of turnover involve intentions
to turnover,

and consequently these behaviors are

anticipated to occur at some time in the future.

While

relationships between present satisfaction and intentions
to turnover exist
1986),

(Steel & Ovalle,

1984; Cotton & Tuttle,

it certainly seems plausible that the relationship

between satisfaction intentions to turnover
future-oriented behavior)

(which is a

may be enhanced when using a

future-oriented evaluation of satisfaction.
In summary,

it appears that any theory of job

satisfaction should specify which frame of reference
should be used,

since this may have direct influences on

attitudinal responses.

In addition,

the frame of

reference used may have implications for current levels of
job satisfaction or anticipated levels of job
satisfaction.

Unfortunately,

this issue is not directly

confronted in the job satisfaction theories reviewed in
this paper.

However,

the model proposed in this paper

does address the ramifications of encouraging a specific
frame of reference,

and it is the proposition of this

model which is reviewed next.
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An Integrated Model of Job Satisfaction
Several of the job satisfaction theories appear to
complement each other in their abilities to predict job
satisfaction.

Additionally,

frame of reference appears to

be an important theoretical and methodological
consideration in job satisfaction.

Perhaps the best way

of integrating these theoretical and methodological issues
is to first propose a framework within which each theory
can be described.

Such a framework must be have two

primary characteristics.

First,

the framework chosen must

have enough flexibility to encompass each theory's
propositions while,

at the same time, allowing for the

integration of other apparently "competing" theories.
Second,
Teas

following suggestions by Ronan and Marks

(1973),

(1981) and Rice et a l . (1989) that any theory of job

satisfaction should include components of discrepancy
theory,

the framework chosen must contain the central

thesis of discrepancy theory:

the degree of satisfaction

experienced is a function of the amount of congruence
between what an employee has and what the same employee
wants, desires,

or values.

Given these goals, the best

framework from which to base a comprehensive,

integrated

theory of job satisfaction may be the basic components of
control theory.
A control theory framework has been used in several
areas in the Industrial/Organizational psychology field.

For instance,

Klein

(1989) used a control theory framework

for proposing a metatheory of work motivation by
integrating goal setting,
learning,
Klein

feedback, expectancy,

and satisfaction theories of motivation.

(1989), Campion and Lord

Williams

social
Like

(1982) and Hollenbeck and

(1987) also used a control theory framework to

help explain relationships between goal setting and
performance.
Hollenbeck

Closer to the area of job satisfaction,

(1989) used a control theory framework to help

explain affective reactions in the work place by examining
the influences of self-focus.
Thus, a control theory framework appears to have the
flexibility necessary to integrate many theories in
different areas of organizational behavior.

Furthermore,

a control theory framework also has the ability to
integrate the strengths of several alleged "competing"
theories of job satisfaction.

As Hollenbeck

many theories of worker attitudes
satisfaction)
settings.

(1989) notes,

(such as job

are too restricted to be of use in applied

This corroborates the literature reviewed above

which illustrates that several theories of job
satisfaction appear to complement each other, but that no
single theory has emerged to explain job satisfaction in
all situations.
parsimony,

However,

in order to attain scientific

many of these theories need to be integrated

into one model which can be used in a variety of

situations

(Hollenbeck,

1989).

In the following pages,

the components of a control theory framework are briefly
reviewed.

Next,

the theories of job satisfaction reviewed

in this paper are integrated into a control theory
framework.

After several boundary conditions and

assumptions are identified,

a model which integrates

several of the job satisfaction theories presented is
proposed.

Finally,

research is undertaken which explores

several of the model's propositions and resolves the
methodological shortcomings identified above.
Integrating Job Satisfaction Theories Using a Control
Theory Framework
The underlying mechanism of a control theory
framework consists of a feedback loop

(Klein,

loop contains four primary components:
sensor), referent standard,
function

(or effector,

input function

comparator,

Klein,

1989) .

1989).

This
(or

and output

A.s shown in Figure

1, a signal is detected by the sensor from the
environment.

This information is then sent to the

comparator, where it is compared to the information
contained in the referent standard.
comparison may produce a discrepancy,

The result of this
and the

ramifications of this discrepancy is then acted upon in
the effector

(Klein,

1989) .

One of the most important contributions of using a
control theory framework in the area of job satisfaction
is that it specifically identifies a discrepancy.

Referent
Standard

Comparator

Input Function

O utput Function

or

or

Sensor

E ffector

Figure 1 . Basic components of a control theory framework.
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Hollenbeck

(1989) pointed out that control theory's notion

of a discrepancy between what one has and what one wants
is congruent with much of the research in job
satisfaction.

In the following discussion,

a control

theory framework is used to integrate many of the job
satisfaction theories

reviewed above. Perhaps the theory

which has the most incommon with a control theory
framework is discrepancy theory.
Discrepancy t h e o r y .

As seen in Figure 2, a control

theory framework is well suited for the elements of a
discrepancy theory of job satisfaction.

The notion of

comparing what one currently possesses to what one
desires, which is what discrepancy theory proposes
et a l . , 1989),
comparator.

is the exact process that occurs at the

For instance,

an employee may perceive levels

of some facet that pertain to job satisfaction,
pay.

(Rice

such as

The employee may then compare this information to

his or her desires, wants,

or values in regards to pay.

Furthermore, predictions of responses based upon this
comparison,

such as a

decrease in job satisfaction as the

discrepancy increases,
function.

Finally,

may be seen inthe effector

the level of job satisfaction is

believed to influence job related behaviors.
Equity t h e o r y .

In addition to discrepancy theory,

control theory framework is also relevant for the
propositions of equity theory.

Equity theory suggests

a

Amount
Desired

Discrepancy

Amount

Job

Received

Satisfaction

Job
Related
Behaviors
Figure 2 . Integrating discrepancy theory into a control theory framework.

that comparisons are made between our input-to-output
ratios and the ratios of some comparison other
1963).

If these ratios are not equal,

(Adams,

inequity occurs and

some action is taken to reduce the perceived inequity.
Thus,

the comparison between our ratios and the ratios of

some standard is the same procedure that takes place
between the comparison other and the employee's amount
received, as seen in Figure 3.

Specifically,

the results

of our input-to-output ratios may be conceptualized as the
relative amount received,

located at the input function,

whereas the results of the comparison other's input-tooutput ratios may reside in the referent standard
location.

A discrepancy,

located in the comparator area,

may result when we compare our relative amounts received
(our input-to-output ratios)

to our amounts desired

(which

is influenced by our comparison other's input-to-output
r a t ios) .

If this comparison of ratios yields a value

above zero or below zero, then a discrepancy results and,
according to the predictions of equity theory,
satisfaction occurs
region) .

low job

(which is portrayed in the effector

If this comparison yields a value equal to zero,

then no discrepancy results and job satisfaction is high.
Further,

the larger the discrepancy,

dissatisfaction,
theory.

the more the

which is consistent with discrepancy

Comparison

Amount

Other

Desired

Discrepancy

Amount

Job

Received

Satisfaction

Job
Related
Behaviors
Figure 3 . Integrating equity theory into a control theory framework.
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Need and value t h e ories.

Need theory and value

theory may also be integrated into a control theory
framework.

As pointed out above,

the primary distinction

between need and value theories is the somewhat narrow
definition that needs pertain only to elements necessary
for survival

(Locke,

.1976) .

Hence,

if the definition of

needs was expanded to include aspects that are desirable
but not necessary for survival,

then the differences

between value theory and need theory would become
nonexistent.

In addition, when need theory is

conceptualized as a discrepancy between current needs and
desired needs

(Porter,

1961),

then value theory and need

theory become even more similar.
paper,

For the purposes of this

one of which is to strive to achieve scientific

parsimony by integrating theories of job satisfaction,
needs and values will be considered common entities.
Given the above concession,

the elements of need and

value theory also appear to be congruent with the
components of a control theory framework.

As presented in

Figure 4, one's amount received of a specific facet may be
located in the sensor portion of the model.

This amount

would be contrasted to the desired level of a specific
facet, with the outcome resulting in some amount of
discrepancy.
however,

What is unique about Locke's

(1976)

theory,

is that the level discrepancy is believed to

interact with value importance when determining job

Amount

Value

Desired

Im portance

Amount

Job

Received

Satisfaction

Job
Related
Behaviors
Figure 4 . Integrating value theory into a control theory framework.
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satisfaction.

As in the other theories,

job satisfaction

is the result of this interaction and is located in the
effector region of control theory.
Valence Theory
Finally,

the key contribution of valence theory,

reviewed above,

as

is its proposition that, job satisfaction

may also include an evaluation of circumstances that are
anticipated to occur in the future.

Whereas all of the

other theories of job satisfaction imply a present time
frame when making an evaluation,

valence theory's

recognition of the possible importance of a future time
will be incorporated into the model and a distinction will
be made based on the frame of reference used when
evaluating job satisfaction.
Summary
A control theory framework may be used to integrate
many of the important theories of job satisfaction.
input function, or sensor,

The

is the amount received of a

particular facet as perceived by an employee

(e.g., p a y ) .

This amount may be received in the present time frame or
anticipated to occur in some future time frame.

The

relationship between the comparison other and the value
importance of various facets is reciprocal:

the

comparison other chosen may influence value importance,
and/or the value importance may influence the comparison
other chosen.

The actual comparison between the amount

received and the amount desired

(e.g., received pay versus

desired pay level) occurs in the comparator,
discrepancy may result.
discrepancy,

Next,

and a

the amount of this

along with the degree of importance attached

to this facet, determines the perceived level of job
satisfaction.

Finally,

the level of job satisfaction then

may influence job related behaviors,

such as turnover.

Before a model is presented which integrates these
theories,

some boundaries and specific assumptions of the

model must be identified.
Boundary Conditions of the Proposed Model
The primary purpose of the proposed model is to
illustrate that many of the popular theories of job
satisfaction complement each other.

That is, certain

theories of job satisfaction may work best in one
situation
present)

(such as satisfaction evaluations in the
but not in other situations

evaluations in the future).

(such as satisfaction

As a result,

this model is

not intended to demonstrate the superiority of one theory
over another theory.
paper

All of the theories reviewed in this

(with the exception of Herzberg's Motivator-Hygiene

theory) may be incorporated into the proposed m o d e l .
Demonstrating that a certain theory is better than another
theory for a particular situation should not imply that
one theory is superior.

Rather,

this model is attempting

to incorporate the strengths of many theories of job
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satisfaction that have received at least a moderate amount
of empirical support in the job satisfaction literature.
Another boundary that must be specified is that the
current model is not intended to make any predictions
regarding the influences

of individual difference

variables at this time.

For instance,

address the issues of personality,
influences on job satisfaction.

this model does not

gender,

age, and tenure

In addition,

this model

does not specifically address contextual effects,

such as

job design and realistic

job previews on job satisfaction.

Finally,

not make any predictions

this model does

regarding the existence or the direction of a performancesatisfaction relationship.
pursued in later research,

While these issues may be
the first step is to show that

one model may be used to illustrate particular strengths
unique to each of the job satisfaction theories reviewed
above.
The current model provides a cognitive representation
of the mechanisms used by employees when evaluating job
satisfaction of a particular facet, or job satisfaction
with their job in general.

Specifically,

this model

utilizes the contributions of discrepancies,
others, value importance,

comparison

and time frame to determine an

evaluation of job satisfaction.

By doing this,

our

understanding of job satisfaction may be enhanced due to a
better appreciation of the role that each of these
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components play and the point at which they are involved
in the evaluation process.
Specific Assumptions of the Proposed Model
One of the most important assumptions of the proposed
model is that job conditions will be perceived as changing
over time.

Because the model distinguishes between the

influences of present and future time frames on job
satisfaction,

a specific assumption is that the conditions

which exist in each time frame may be different,
change.

If no changes are perceived,

or may

then there would be

no differences across different time frame evaluations of
job satisfaction.
perceived,
may result.

However,

assuming changes are

then different evaluations of job satisfaction
Thus, this model assumes that changes in job

conditions over time may be perceived by the employee.
Another assumption of the proposed model is that
needs and values are not distinct entities, but rather
parts of a continuum.

This continuum might be categorized

as a "job satisfaction criteria" dimension.

This

dimension would include all of the required elements
necessary to experience satisfaction.

At one extreme of

the "criteria" dimension would be needs, which Locke
(1976) described as those things which are needed for
survival.

Thus,

food,

clothing,

and shelter, which are

needed for survival, may be some of the required elements
that a job must directly or indirectly provide.

At the

other extreme of the "criteria" continuum may be our
desires or wants, which Locke

(1976) called our values.

These elements may include a certain amount of money,
comfortable working conditions,
advance in an organization.
scientific parsimony,

and the opportunity to

For the purposes of

I believe that it is best to

conceptualize needs and values as parts of one dimension,
referred to here as a "criteria" dimension,
two separate dimensions,

rather than

and the proposed model will

consider each to be parts of the same dimension.
Finally, perhaps the most important assumption of the
proposed model is that its primary contribution can be
best realized when viewing it from an internal validity
perspective as opposed to an external validity
perspective.

At this point in time,

the proposed model is

based on a number of predictions from several job
satisfaction theories which have not always received
strong empirical support.

One of the propositions of this

paper is that the reason for this lack of strong empirical
support is due to the incompleteness of the theories,

and

that by proposing a model which integrates these theories,
better empirical support will be obtained.
is only an assumption,

However,

this

and only when a number of studies

verify the propositions of the model, particularly with
regard to predictions concerning job related behaviors,
should it then be considered from an external validity
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perspective.

Until that time,

initial introduction,

and particularly in its

an important assumption of the

proposed model is that it is strongest when considered
from an interval validity viewpoint.
A Proposed Model

Integrating Job Satisfaction Theories

The proposed model uses a control theory framework as
a basis for integrating several popular job satisfaction
theories.

As illustrated in Figure 5, the first factor

that is considered when assessing job satisfaction is the
time frame used for the evaluation.
either be in the present
in the future

This time frame can

(the left side of the model)

(the right side of the m o d e l ) .

or

For example,

if an employee is assessing present pay satisfaction,

then

this time frame will also influence the selection of
comparison others used in the evaluation process.
Possible comparison others include coworkers in the
same position as the employee or friends of the same age
group working in different organizations.

These

comparison others chosen then influence the amount of
money desired by that an employee.

The employee then

compares the desired amount of pay to the present level of
pay and a discrepancy may result if a desired pay level is
more than the present pay level.

Next,

the value

importance that the employee places on money is considered
before arriving at a final evaluation of present pay
satisfaction.

If the employee values money a great deal,

Present

Present
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Importance

I
Present
Comparison
Other

Present
D es i r e d
Amount

ru iu re

Future
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Other

Discrepancy
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Amount
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Jo b
Rel at ed
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F ut ur e
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Amount
Received

F ut ur e
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Satisfaction
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Behaviors

Figure 5 . An integrated model of job satisfaction.
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and there is a large discrepancy between desired and
present pay levels,

then low job satisfaction will result.

If the employee values money and there is a small
discrepancy,

then job satisfaction will result.

However,

if the value importance is low, then the amount of job
satisfaction will be relatively neutral regardless of the
size of the discrepancy.

Finally,

the amount of job

satisfaction may then influence a number of job related
behaviors.
If the time frame is in the future, many of these
same steps occur, but the information used to attain an
evaluation may be very different.

For instance,

employee was to evaluate future pay satisfaction,

if an
then the

comparison others chosen may be markedly different from
those chosen when evaluating present pay satisfaction.
Future pay satisfaction comparison others may include
coworkers in advanced positions, peers working in
different organizations that are somewhat older than the
employee

(i.e.,

"other" comparison others), or an

employee's past pay history or anticipated pay level
(i.e.,

"self" comparison others).

These comparisons will

then impact the future desired pay levels.

The employee

then compares desired future pay levels with expected
future pay levels and a discrepancy may evolve
addition to this discrepancy,

In

whether the employee will

value pay in the future will determine the amount of

future pay satisfaction reported.
frame,

As in the present time

low job satisfaction will result when both value

importance is high and the discrepancy between expected
pay and desired pay levels is large.

If value importance

is high and the discrepancy is low, then job satisfaction
is high.

If importance is low, than the amount of job

satisfaction is expected to be neutral

(neither high or

low) .
The above examples demonstrate that the selection of
the time frame used in the evaluation process can be
influenced by the employee.

That is, the employee may

decide to evaluate his/her current or future job and thus
initiate the selection of a comparison other, which then
triggers the steps of the evaluation process outlined
above.

Another factor that may influence the time frame

used when evaluating job satisfaction may be the
availability of information from a comparison other
& Ambrose,

1992).

(Kulik

For example, when an employee learns

that a cohort is making a great deal more money,

he/she

may evaluate pay satisfaction using a present time frame.
However, when an employee learns how much a possible
future comparison other is making

(such as a supervisor),

he/she may evaluate pay satisfaction using a future time
frame.

In both cases,

the available referent becomes a

comparison other that eventually influences the desired
amount of pay.

Hence,

the availability of a comparison
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other's information also determines the selection of a
specific time frame when evaluating job satisfaction.
At this point,

it may be beneficial to address why

the model omits a past time frame.

First and foremost,

the past time frame may be very useful in the evaluation
of present and future job satisfaction,
as a comparison other.

but only when used

That is, employees may recall how

satisfied they were in a previous job, but will do so only
when comparing it to their present or future jobs.

In

addition, past satisfaction was not included in the model
because it is not directly related to any job relevant
behaviors, whereas present and future satisfaction may be
directly related to job relevant behaviors.

Moreover,

it

is unlikely that an employee could accurately recall an
appropriate comparison other, desired amount, or value
importance without these components being influenced
by events that have occurred at a later time due to the
limitations of reconstructive memory
interference).

(e.g., proactive

Given these limitations,

this model will

not include an evaluation of past jobs.
The integration of the different theories of job
satisfaction can be seen at a variety of points in the
model.

The comparison of an amount received to an amount

desired and the resulting discrepancies directly integrate
components of discrepancy theory.
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The contributions of equity theory are also included
in the present model in recognizing the importance of
selecting a comparison other when evaluating job
satisfaction.
others)

For instance,

the comparison other

(or

chosen may be different depending on the time

frame used for the evaluation of job satisfaction.
these comparison others are different,

If

then they will

influence the desired state of the employee, which has
implications for the discrepancy perceived and ultimately,
the amount of job satisfaction.
This model also integrates notions from value theory
that a discrepancy

(desired versus current levels)

and

value importance are used in the assessment of job
satisfaction.

Specifically,

this model conceptualizes

value importance as a moderator between the discrepancy
amount and job satisfaction, which is consistent with
Locke's

(1976) model of job satisfaction.

separates this model from Locke's

However, what

(1976) model is that the

present model also considers the time frame of the
evaluation and the influence of comparison other(s)
evaluation of job satisfaction.

Furthermore,

on the

this model

also incorporates need theory into the present model by
expanding the definition of values to include survival
needs.
Finally,

a suggestion based on valence theory is that

job satisfaction consists of two elements, present and

future, and this suggestion is incorporated into the
present model by differentiating between present outcomes
and future outcomes.

As stated earlier,

consideration of

the time frame used in job satisfaction assessment is one
of the methodological problems chronicled a b o v e .

Valence

theory serves as a basis for considering the time frame
used for the evaluation of job satisfaction,

and this

consideration has implications for the comparison ether(s)
chosen,

the amount of discrepancy perceived,

importance associated with a particular facet
In summary,
discrepancy,
one,

and the value
(see a b o v e ) .

the present model integrates aspects of

equity, need, value,

and valence theory into

integrated model of job satisfaction, demonstrating

that the explanation of job satisfaction may be more
complete when viewing these theories as complementary
approaches rather than as competing approaches.
This model also examines the relationship between the
comparison other(s)

and value importance.

The values or

needs desired by an employee may be influenced by the
comparison other(s)

(Locke,

1976).

In addition,

the

values or needs desired by an employee may influence the
choice of a comparison other

(see Figure 5).

For example,

if an employee chooses a comparison other that results in
a large discrepancy between current and desired states,
then dissatisfaction is presumed to result.
this,

Realizing

and then realizing that it is illogical to stay in a

situation

(i.e., a job) that results in a great deal of

dissatisfaction,

the employee may choose a different

comparison other, which would result in a more favorable
comparison

(and, consequently,

a smaller discrepancy).

In

other words, when continuously confronted with a situation
that yields cognitive dissonance

(such as staying in a job

that produces dissatisfaction), an employee may select a
different comparison other to resolve the dissonance.

The

comparator would compare the existing levels of some
valued facet or need to the desired level of values or
needs.

The result of this difference may have

ramifications for the level of satisfaction experienced,
which is the output function in a control theory
framework.
This model may also identify how often an evaluation
of job satisfaction will occur.

As described above,

the

employee may initiate the decision to engage in the
evaluation of job satisfaction.

This decision may be

motivated by a need to resolve cognitive dissonance,
request to complete a job satisfaction survey,

a

or perhaps

some internal evaluation of the employee's life.

The

decision to engage in the evaluation of job satisfaction
(and hence,

travel around the model's "loop") may also

occur when an employee is exposed to a comparison other's
situation.

For instance, an employee may evaluate his/her

pay satisfaction upon learning the amount of money that a
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colleague is making.

When this occurs,

the employee has

information to compare his/her present amount to a desired
amount.

Thus,

the presentation of an available comparison

other may initiate an evaluation process of satisfaction.
This suggestion is consistent with Kulik and Ambrose's
(1992)

assertion that availability is one of the key

components in the use of a comparison other.
Consequently,

the decision to engage in a trip around

the model's loop is identified by two areas in the model.
The first is at the input function,
received.

or the present amount

This usually occurs when the employee is asked

(either by a survey or by him/herself)
satisfaction.

about his/her

The second area is at the comparison other,

which usually occurs when information from a comparison
other becomes available to the employee.

Both instances

initiate consideration of the size of the discrepancy and
the value importance associated with the facet in question
before an evaluation of satisfaction is determined.
In addition to addressing when an evaluation will
occur,

this research also resolves several methodological

inconsistencies previously reviewed, particularly problems
with frame of reference and measurement scales.

The

proposed model directly addresses the frame of reference
question by considering which time frame, present or
future,

the employee is using for an evaluation of job

satisfaction.

Furthermore,

this model indirectly suggests

which measurement scale should be used for the evaluation
of job satisfaction.

Ironson et a l . (1989) noted that

their global scale of job satisfaction

(JIG) was

constructed to involve a longer in time frame than their
facet scale of satisfaction

(JDI).

used to assess job satisfaction,
use a longer time frame
making an evaluation.

If a global scale is

then the employee will

(i.e., future time frame) when
On the other hand,

if the employee

is responding to facet scale of job satisfaction,
employee will use a shorter time frame

then the

(i.e., present time

frame when assessing job satisfaction.
In summary,

this model incorporates many of the

components pertinent to the major theories of job
satisfaction reviewed above while at the same time
addressing several of the methodological inconsistencies
that have hindered our understanding of job satisfaction.
Finally,

this model illustrates that many theories of job

satisfaction may explain job satisfaction best when
considering these theories as parts of a whole.
Demonstrating Frame of Reference Differences Using The
Proposed Model
The proposed model in Figure 5 suggests that the
frame of reference that is being used by the employee has
important implications for the reported levels of job
satisfaction.

As noted above, evaluations of job

satisfaction may vary greatly due to the time frame that
is used by the respondent

(Landy,

1978).

Consequently,

if
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the elements of a control theory framework can help
identify which frame of reference is being used by an
employee,

then predictions regarding job satisfaction and

subsequent job related outcomes
turnover)

may be enhanced.

The sensor location
frame)

(e.g., absenteeism and

(i.e., present or future time

in the integrated model distinguishes the frame of

reference being used.
time frame,

If the employee is using a short

then job satisfaction may be evaluated given

the present set of circumstances.

If, however,

employee is using a longer time frame,

the

then job

satisfaction may be evaluated using a set of circumstances
expected some time in the future.

In either case,

the

frame of reference being used may be identified at the
sensor location,

and the implications of using varying

time frames may be seen through the sensor's influences in
the other elements of the model,

such as information

contained in the comparison other.
For example,
present,

if the frame of reference is in the

then the comparison other(s)

should include

information that possesses similar characteristics to the
employee at this time
position or l e vel).

(e.g.,

coworkers at the same

If the time frame is in the future,

then the comparison other(s)

should involve those that

have less in common with the employee at this time
employees in positions above the current employee's

(e.g.,

l e vel).

"Self" comparison others may also be

differentiated depending on the time frame.

For example,

Oldham et a l . (1982) noted that "self" comparison others
may contain a self-past or a self-future comparison.
Consequently,

self-past comparisons may be used more

frequently when evaluating job satisfaction in the present
time frame, while self-future comparisons may be used more
frequently when assessing job satisfaction in the future
time frame.

In either instance,

the important point is

that the comparison others adopted may vary depending on
the time frame used for job satisfaction evaluations.

The

results of the comparison process, which influence
information sent to the comparator area, will likely
influence the perceived levels of satisfaction identified
in the effector region.

By using the present model to

identify which time frame is used in the evaluation of job
satisfaction, predictions regarding job related outcomes
may be enhanced through a better understanding of the
comparison others selected for the comparison process.
The preceding discussion indicates that the proposed
model identifies the importance of the frame of reference
used when evaluating job satisfaction.

Different time

frames may also be associated with different types of
rating scales.

As stated above,

Ironson et a l .'s (1989)

global scale was constructed to cover a longer time frame
then a facet scale

(the J D I ) .

The influences of using
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global or facet scales on reported levels of job
satisfaction will be discussed in the following section.
Demonstrating Facet versus Global Scale Differences Using
The Proposed Model
The proposed model in Figure 5 also suggests that
assessments of job satisfaction may be influenced by the
information contained in the comparator region,
amount of discrepancy.

or the

Components of a control theory

framework may be used to identify important variables that
separate facet satisfaction from global satisfaction
measures by showing that the information used to evaluate
facet satisfaction and global satisfaction differs greatly
at the input function,

or the amount received.

Measuring

facet satisfaction encourages an employee to use a much
more restricted information base because the necessary
information is only relevant to one facet, not severs]
is the case when evaluating global satisfaction).
varying amounts

(and types)

These

of information will be

reflected in the comparison other(s).
satisfaction assessments,

(as

With facet

the comparison others will

contain much less information than it will with global
satisfaction.

As a result,

the available information from

which to form an evaluation differs greatly in the
comparator area, with global satisfaction yielding a much
larger information base than facet satisfaction.
Consequently,

the output function, or the reported level

of job satisfaction, will likely vary due to the different

76
amounts of job information contained in the comparison
other and the resulting size of the discrepancy.
The proposed model may also be used to demonstrate
the influences of value importance on subsequent
satisfaction levels.

When evaluating global satisfaction,

the employee may use information regarding several
different facets of a job.

Yet,

in order to form a single

evaluation of global satisfaction,
"weigh" all of these aspects.

an employee must

In order to accomplish

this, the present model may be used to identify those
aspects that will be "weighed" in the final evaluation.
As alluded to earlier,

it is suggested that a comparison

is made between one's amount received of a facet and the
amount desired of a facet, which is influenced directly by
the comparison other(s)

and may be influenced indirectly

by the amount of value importance.
discrepancy,
importance,

The resulting

along with the interaction of value
contributes to the evaluation of job

satisfaction.

Hence, when assessing global satisfaction,

the value importance of each facet contributes to the
overall assessment of job satisfaction.
hand, when evaluating facet satisfaction,
chosen by the researcher,

On the other
the facet is

not the employee.

Hence,

the

resulting discrepancies between the amounts received and
the amounts desired of a particular facet chosen by a
researcher may not adequately reflect the overall

satisfaction with one's job, particularly if the facet
chosen has little value importance to the employee.

That

is, whereas the relevance of value importance is just as
significant to job satisfaction when measuring global
satisfaction

(i.e., future states)

facet satisfaction

as it is when measuring

(i.e., present states),

the actual

contribution of value importance may be very low if the
facets chosen on the questionnaire do not coincide with
those facets important to the employee.

This may lead to

two problems when inferring global satisfaction from
facet measures.

First, when measuring facet satisfaction,

an employee is unable to weigh the value importance of
each facet.

Instead,

the employee is simply expected to

state whether or not he/she is satisfied with a specific
aspect.

For instance,

an employee may be satisfied with

his/her level of pay, yet pay satisfaction may not be
important in this employee's evaluation of global job
satisfaction

(Ironson et a l ., 1989).

facets are chosen by the researcher,

Second, because the
some job facets may

be excluded which may be important to an employee's
overall evaluation of job satisfaction
Campbell,

1983).

Given these problems,

(Scarpello &
facet measures

should not be used to assess global satisfaction.
Using a control theory framework also helps to
identify how the job satisfaction scale should be used.
For example,

if the resulting discrepancies are based on

facets determined by an outside source

(e.g., a

researcher), then the scale should be treated as a facet
scale, and the scores should not be added together to
obtain an overall rating of job satisfaction
Campbell,

1983).

If, however,

(Scarpello &

the resulting discrepancies

are based on facets chosen by the employee,

then the scale

may be treated as a global scale, and the scores may be
added together to obtain an overall rating of job
satisfaction.

This distinction illustrates that these

scales yield different amounts and types of job-relevant
information,

which may lead to different evaluations of

job satisfaction.

As a result,

these different

evaluations may be differentially related to job related
behaviors

(such as absenteeism and turnover).

In fact,

the differential influences of facet and global scales on
job related behaviors has been demonstrated in the job
satisfaction literature

(e.g., Neuman et a l ., 1989;

Iaffaldano & Muchinsky,

1985; Scott & Taylor,

1985; Petty

et a l ., 1984) .
Overall Summary of the Proposed Model
With the exception of Motivator-Hygiene theory, each
of the major theories reviewed contributes a major element
to the proposed m o d e l .

From discrepancy theory,

the

proposed model suggests that we compare our current facet
levels to our desired facet levels when evaluating job
satisfaction.

From equity theory,

the proposed model

considers the role of comparison others in influencing
evaluations of global and facet satisfaction.
and need theories,

From value

the proposed model includes the premise

that value importance plays in the evaluation of job
satisfaction.

And from valence theory,

the proposed model

considers the influence that different time frames
(present or future) have when making job satisfaction
assessments.

Hence,

this model illustrates that many

theories of job satisfaction may explain job satisfaction
best when considering these theories as parts of a whole.
The viability of the proposed model will be explored in
the following section.
The Present Study
The present study investigated the feasibility of
using a control theory framework as an integrated model of
job satisfaction by examining some of the predictions
generated by the proposed m o d e l .

Several of the key

issues of the proposed model include the discrepancy
between desired and received amounts,

the consideration of

comparison others and their influences on perceived
discrepancies,

the moderating influences of value

importance on the perceived discrepancies/job satisfaction
relationship,

the reciprocal relationship between value

importance and the comparison others chosen, and the
varying influences of time frame on the comparison others
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chosen,

the desired state,

the perceived discrepancy,

and

ultimately on job satisfaction.
Hypotheses:

Value Importance

Locke's

(1976) value theory has received much

empirical support for the notion that values are important
to job satisfaction,

(e.g., Rice et a l ., 1991; Ronen,

1978), but there has not been a direct test of Locke's
theory as it was stated mathematically in his review.
O'Brien and Dowling

(1980)

claimed to test Locke's

(1976)

value theory, but their conceptualization of value
importance was simply the desired amount, which is not
consistent with Locke's

(1976) assertion that value

importance is not only the amount wanted but also the
importance of that amount that is wanted.

In addition,

Rice et a l . (1991) based their study of facet importance
on Locke's

(1976) theory, but they used facet descriptions

as measures of discrepancy and not actual desired minus
received scores.

Moreover,

Locke

(1976) asserted that

there is no need to measure value importance because it is
already reflected in the final evaluation of job
satisfaction.
support

This assertion has received empirical

(Rice et a l ., 1991), but it may have also

inhibited a direct test of his m o d e l .
extends Locke's

The proposed model

(1976) value theory by incorporating the

role of the comparison other's influence on the desired
state as well as value importance

(see Figure 5).

It also

offers a direct test of all of the variables in Locke's
(1976) value theory, which stipulated that value
importance should moderate the relationship between
perceived discrepancies and job satisfaction.
result,

As a

the following hypotheses are suggested:

Hypothesis l a .

The amount of future value

importance will moderate the relationship
between future perceived discrepancies and
future facet and global satisfaction,

but will

not moderate the relationship between future
perceived discrepancies and present facet and
global satisfaction.
Hypothesis l b .

The amount of present value

importance will moderate the relationship
between present perceived discrepancies and
present facet and global satisfaction, but will
not moderate the relationship between present
perceived discrepancies and future facet and
global satisfaction.

Locke
influence

(1976) noted that "equity considerations do
... value standards"

(p. 1322) .

Assuming that

equity considerations include the selection of a
comparison other
by extension,

(or of several comparison others), then,

the comparison other chosen will influence

the value importance an employee attaches to a particular

facet.

Furthermore,

Kulik and Ambrose

(1992)

suggest that

the selection of a comparison other is based upon two
criteria:
this,

availability and relevance.

Building upon

it seems that the more important a facet is to an

employee,

the more the employee will search for an

appropriate comparison other.

This extended search will

likely increase the availability of comparison others, and
will likely increase the probability of locating a more
relevant comparison other.
facet,

In sum, the more important the

the more an employee will search for an appropriate

comparison,

increasing the availability of comparison

others and increasing the likelihood that a relevant
comparison other will be located.

Accordingly,

the

following hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis 2 .

The number of comparison others

chosen will be positively related to the amount
of value importance.

Hypotheses:

Scale Type

As noted above,

Ironson et a l . (1989), suggested that

their global scale of job satisfaction

(JIG) would

encourage the use of a longer time frame than their facet
measure of job satisfaction

(JDI).

By extension,

follows that the longer the time frame used in the
evaluation of job satisfaction,

the more likely an

employee will use a future frame of reference.

it
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Conversely,

the shorter the time frame used,

the more

likely the employee will use a present frame of reference.
In addition,

several researchers have suggested that

measuring facet satisfaction may not adequately cover all
areas that consist of global satisfaction

(e.g., Scarpello

& Campbell,

Consequently,

1983;

Ironson et a l ., 1989).

the resulting discrepancies obtained when using two
different time frames may differ from each other to the
extent that discrepancies contain areas of global
satisfaction that are not fully covered in facet
satisfaction.

In other words,

simply adding up

satisfaction associated with individual facets is not
equal to global satisfaction.

As a result,

the following

hypotheses are proposed:
Hypothesis 3 a .

The interaction of future

perceived discrepancies and future value
importance will account for significant variance
in future global job satisfaction incremental to
the variance accounted for by all assessments of
future facet satisfaction.
Hypothesis 3 b .

The interaction of present

perceived discrepancies and value importance
will account for significant variance in present
global job satisfaction incremental to the
variance accounted for by all assessments of
present facet satisfaction.
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Hypotheses:

Comparison Others

In addition,

it has been argued above that making a

global evaluation of job satisfaction requires a larger
information base than making an assessment of facet
satisfaction.

This is due to the notion that global

satisfaction may consist of the weighing of several facets
personally important to the employee, whereas facet
satisfaction only consists of facets that may or may not
be important to the employee
Hence,

(Scarpello & Campbell,

1983).

evaluating global satisfaction, which consists of

several different facets, will result in an increase in
the number of potential comparison others used
Ambrose,

1992).

Consequently,

(Kulik &

the following hypothesis is

p rop o s e d :
Hypothesis 4 .

The number of comparison others

selected when assessing global satisfaction will
be greater than the average number of comparison
others chosen when assessing facet satisfaction.

According to Oldham et a l . (1982) and Kulik and
Ambrose

(1992), there are several types of comparison

others that may be selected when making an evaluation.
Two of these include a "self-past" comparison other,

in

which the employee uses a previous job as a standard of
comparison,

and a "self-future" comparison other,

the employee uses a job desired in the future as a

in which
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standard of comparison.

As Kulik and Ambrose

(1992) point

out, self-past comparison others involve something that
has already occurred,

while self-future comparison others

involve "anticipating what has not yet happened"
In other words,

(p. 2 2 0 ).

self-future comparisons may involve what

is expected to happen.

Given this information,

the

following hypothesis is suggested:
Hypothesis 5 a .

The number of "self-past"

comparison others that are selected when
discerning present job satisfaction will be
significantly more than when evaluating future
job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 5 b .

The number of "self-future"

comparison others selected when determining
future job satisfaction will be significantly
more than when determining present job
satisfaction.

In addition, Kulik and Ambrose

(1992) state that

self-future comparisons may contain more ambiguity than
self-past comparisons,
future is unknown.

since the past is known but the

As a result,

Kulik and Ambrose

(1992)

suggest that the inherent ambiguity of using self-future
comparisons may encourage the use of "non-self"
comparisons
Furthermore,

(i.e., comparisons with other individuals).
there is evidence that using "non-self"

comparisons may be more useful in explaining job attitudes
(Ronen,

1986),

then "self" comparisons.

"non-self" comparisons
individuals)

Assuming that

(i.e., comparison other

have, less in common with the employee than

"self" comparisons

(i.e., an employee's past history or

anticipated future), and assuming that global satisfaction
induces a longer time frame,

it appears that evaluating

global satisfaction may encourage the use of comparison
others that have less in common than comparison others
used when assessing facet satisfaction, which induces a
shorter

(i.e., present)

time frame.

Therefore,

the

following hypotheses are posited:
Hypothesis 6 a .

The number of "non-self"

comparison others selected will be significantly
more when assessing future job satisfaction than
when assessing present job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 6 b .

The number of "non-self"

comparison others chosen will be significantly
more when assessing global satisfaction than
when assessing facet satisfaction.

METHOD
Pilot Study
A brief pilot study was conducted to obtain feedback
on the clarity of the survey, with particular attention to
the manipulation of the time frame.

The pilot study

consisted of 35 full-time employees who were taking
evening classes at a major southeastern university in the
United States.

The results of the pilot study indicated

that the comparison others listed in the original survey
needed further clarification.

In addition,

the pilot

study yielded a format change in the presentation of the
present and future time frames, with each time frame being
displayed on the same page.
Subjects
A total of 587 surveys were distributed from which
3 81 were returned, yielding a return rate of 65%.

Of

these 3 81, 40 were considered to be unusable due to
incomplete data or part-time employment status.

Thus,

the

final sample size was 341, with a usable return rate of
58%.
Subjects consisted of full-time employees employed by
a variety of organizations taking evening classes at a
major southeastern university in the United States as well
as employees from one public and one private organization.
In order to ensure that the participants were full-time
employees,

an item on the questionnaire requested that the
87
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participants list their employment status.

Those

participants who were not full-time employees were dropped
from further analyses.
Subjects consisted of 46% males,
not responding.

52% females and 2%

The average age of the subjects was 35.5

years, with average experience in years as follows:
education,

15.1; full-time work experience,

organizational tenure,
(see Table 1).

13.19;

7.72; and position tenure,

The subject pool also consisted of 87%

white/caucasians, 6 % african-americans, 2 % asian,
american indian,

4.13

1 % latin american,

1%

and 2 % not responding.

Measures
Facet satisfaction.

The instrument used to measure

facet job satisfaction was the Job Descriptive Index
developed by Smith, Kendall,

& Hulin

(1985).

(JDI)

The JDI

consists of 72 items that comprise five subscales or
facets:

work itself, pay, opportunities for promotion,

supervision,

and co-workers.

These facets were also used

when collecting information regarding comparison others,
perceived discrepancies,
below).

and value importance

(detailed

The format of the JDI consists of responding to

descriptive items using a yes, no, or uncertain
by a question mark)

(denoted

choice, with the responses scored 3,

1, and 0 respectively.

The JDI was chosen because it has

documented evidence of convergent and discriminant
validity

(e.g., Gillet & Schwab,

1975; Johnson,

Smith,

&
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Table 1
Descriptive Information,
V a riabl e s .

in Years,

for Demographic

Mean

S .D .

High

Low

Age

35.52

10.42

63

19

Education

15.05

2.33

25

12

Full-time

13.19

9.43

38

0

Organization

7.72

7.49

26

0

Position

4.13

4.72

26

0
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Tucker,

1982; Jung, Dalessio,

& Johnson,

1986).

In the

present study, Cronbach's alpha estimates of internal
reliability exceeded .83 for all present time frame facet
measures and .87 for all future time frame facet measures
of job satisfaction

(see Table 2).

Global satisfaction.

The global scale of job

satisfaction used, was the Job In General Scale
developed by Ironson et a l . (1989).
18 items and, like the JDI,

(JIG) ,

The JIG consists of

is comprised of descriptive

items that the subject responds to using yes, no, or
uncertain choices,
0.

and these are also scored as 3, 1 , or

This scale was chosen because it also has evidence of

convergent and discriminant validity, particularly when
compared to the JDI

(Ironson et a l ., 1989).

In the

present study,

Cronbach'a alpha internal reliability

estimates were

.90 and .94 for present and future global

satisfaction,

respectively.

Comparison O t h e r s .
(1982)

study,

Similar to the Oldham et a l .

subjects were asked to indicate all of the

comparison others they had used when determining their
level of satisfaction.

According to Oldham et a l . (1982),

there are four types of general comparisons.
(a) a different job in the company,
co-worker,
and

or family member,

These are:

(b) a job of a friend,

(c) a job held in the past,

(d) a desired job in the future.

Information received

in the pilot study suggested that the first comparison

Table 2
Correlations of Present and Future Measures of Job Sat isfaction.
Present

1

1 . Work Itself

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

( .83)

2 . Pay

.36

(.85)

3 . Promotions

.38

.34

(.85)

4 . Supervision

.40

.30

.27

(.90)

5 . Co-workers

.50

.34

.24

.45

(.8 8 )

6 . General

.72

.40

.38

.48

.47

(.90)

7 . Work Itself

.71

.42

.39

.32

.40

.61

(.89)

8 . Pay

.33

.68

.40

.26

.23

.33

.50

(.90)

9. Promotions

.31

.29

.79

.29

.22

.37

.46

.45

(.87)

10 . Supervision

.34

.25

.32

.61

.40

.40

.34

.30

.34

(.93)

1 1 . Co-workers

.44

.29

.31

.33

.78

.45

.43

.28

.34

.51

( .91)

12 . General

.58

.36

.40

.42

.38

.71

.72

.43

.44

.47

.51

Future

note:

All correlations significant £><.01.
Cronbach's alpha in parentheses.
indicates correlations of same facets across time frames.

Bold
vo
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other needed to be expanded upon.
comparisons were:
in your company,

Thus,

(a) someone else who has

the same

job

(b) someone else who has a the same

job

in a different company,

(c) someone else who has a

different job in

your company,

different job in

a different company,

you in your past,
other,

the resulting

(d) someone else who has a
(e) a job held by

(f) a job desired in the future,

(g)

(h) no comparison was used.

The first four of these

(i.e.,

"a",

"b",

"c", and

"d") are considered to be "non-self" comparison others,
whereas the next two

(i.e.,

"self" comparison others.

"e" and "f") are regarded as
Furthermore,

the item "a job

held by you in your past" constituted the "self-past"
comparison other, while the item "a desired job in the
future" is operationalized as the "self-future" comparison
other.

In addition, when assessing future satisfaction,

an additional comparison was "your present job".
not necessary,

however,

It was

to control for this additional

comparison other because it was not directly involved in
any of the hypotheses.
("other",

Finally,

the last two categories

"no comparison was used") were added to the

survey.
Information concerning the comparison others selected
corresponded to each of the facets of the J D I :
itself, pay, opportunities for promotion,
and co-workers.

For example,

work

supervision,

subjects were asked to
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indicate all of the comparison others chosen when
assessing present satisfaction with the work itself.
addition,

In

subjects were asked to indicate all of the

comparison others chosen when assessing global
satisfaction.

Finally,

this information was collected for

both present and future time frames.
Perceived discrepancies.

As noted previously,

there

are several methodological problems when measuring
differences between "is now"
and "would like"
Payne,

and "should be" or "is now"

(e.g., Cronbach & Furby,1970;

1973; Johns,

1981; Gati,

1989).

Wall &

These include

attenuation of reliability due to range restriction,

the

tendency of obtaining spurious relationships with other
outcome variables,
component scores

and/or the possibility that the

(e.g.,

"is now" and "should be")

using the same unit of measurement.

Wall and Payne

proposed that the best strategy for eliminating
least reducing)

are not
(1973)

(or at

the problems associated with discrepancy

measurement is to combine two questions into one,

such as

"How much more should there be than there is now?".
Consequently,

this study used a similar format when

obtaining perceived discrepancy scores for both current
and future time frames.
It was also proposed that the time frame used for the
evaluation of a perceived discrepancy may vary depending
on the wording of the item.

Specifically,

asking "should

be" may encourage the use of a present state, while asking
"would like" may prompt the use of a future condition.
a result,

As

the wording of the perceived discrepancy items

corresponded to the time frame used for the evaluation.
The perceived discrepancy items addressed all of the
facets measured by the JDI

(detailed a b ove), as well as a

global evaluation of perceived discrepancies.
measuring present perceived discrepancies,

Hence, when

the item

addressing pay was "The amount of pay that I currently
receive is less than it should b e " .
perceived discrepancies,

When measuring future

the item addressing the pay facet

was "The amount of pay that I expect to be receiving two
to four years from now will be less than I would like it
to be".

For global situations,

subjects were asked to

list all of the factors they considered when evaluating
their job in general.
present time frame,

When assessing these factors in the

the items were,

"The amount that I

currently receive of this factor is less than it should
be." for each factor.
future time frame,
now,

When assessing these factors in the

the items were,

"Two to four years from

the amount of this factor will be less than it should

be." for each factor.

For analysis purposes,

an overall

average discrepancy score was calculated to represent the
global discrepancy score.

For all discrepancy measures,

employees were asked place an "X" on a line scale that
presented numbers from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 100
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(strongly a g r e e ) .

Because many of the hypotheses

involving discrepancies predicted interactions,

line

scales were used to maximize the likelihood of obtaining
significant interactions
Value Importance.

(Russell & Bobko,

1992).

In this study, value importance

was defined as the extent to which the job facet is
important to the employee, which is consistent with
Locke's conceptualization of value importance
1976).

(Locke,

Rice et a l . (1991) used several different methods

for measuring facet importance and concluded that the most
efficient method was a direct approach in which employees
simply rated the importance of a facet on a nine-point
scale with two anchors:
"extremely important".
advice,

"not at all important" and
Following Rice et a l .'s (1991)

this study also used this approach in the

measurement of value importance.

As in the measurement of

perceived discrepancies, measures of value importance
corresponded to the facets obtained from the JDI when
assessing facet satisfaction.
satisfaction,

When measuring global

subjects were first asked to indicate which

job facets they used when assessing global satisfaction,
and then were asked to indicate the importance of each of
the factors listed.

For analysis purposes,

an overall

average importance score was calculated to represent the
global importance score.
perceived discrepancies,

As with the technique used in
a line scale representing numbers
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from 1 (not at all important)

to 100

(extremely important)

was used in order to maximize the likelihood of obtaining
significant interactions

(Russell & Bobko,

1992).

Design
Order of s c a l e s .
received,
subjects.

The order of the type of scale

facet or general, was randomly presented to
Specifically,

half of the subjects first

received the facet scale to complete
by the general scale

(i.e, JDI)

followed

(i.e., JIG), whereas the other half

first completed the general scale followed by the facet
scale.

This design was chosen because it may reduce the

problem of common method variance frequently encountered
in the job satisfaction literature

(Feldman & Lynch,

Williams,

For instance,

Cote,

& Buckley,

1989) .

1988;

asking

all subjects to rate facet job satisfaction first may
influence responses when rating future job satisfaction,
phenomenon Feldman and Lynch
generated validity".

(1988)

a

referred to as "self-

Finally, using a counterbalancing

design may also control for the effects of fatigue,
especially when responding to an extensive survey such as
the one employed in this study.
Frame of reference.
detailed by Hollenbeck

Following the procedures

(1989), the frame of reference used

for the evaluation of job satisfaction was manipulated.
Hollenbeck's

(1989)

time frame of two to four years was

chosen to represent a future time frame when evaluating
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job satisfaction.

Although Hollenbeck

(1989) based his

time frame on anecdotal evidence suggesting the likelihood
of desirable transfers and promotions within one company,
such a specific estimate was not possible when dealing
with a myriad of companies.

Because no alternative time

frame is recommended in the job satisfaction literature,
and because of its success in predicting future
expectations, Hollenbeck's

(1989)

future time frame of two

to four years was chosen.
Procedure
Subjects were asked to complete the entire 212-item
survey and return it within one week.

Subjects were

assured that their responses would be kept confidential.
As noted above,
all subjects.

the content of the survey was the same for
However,

half of the subjects received a

questionnaire containing an evaluation of facet
satisfaction first, while the other half received a survey
requiring assessments of global satisfaction first.

In

order to ensure that subjects completed the questionnaire
in the order prescribed,

subjects were instructed to

complete each page before advancing to the following page.
Data Analysis
Value Importance H y p o theses.

For hypothesis la, the

variables future perceived discrepancy,
importance,

future value

and the interaction term for each facet and

global measure were entered into a hierarchical regression

format, with future satisfaction and present satisfaction
serving as the dependent variables.

In hypothesis lb,

present perceived discrepancy, present value importance,
and the interaction term were entered into a hierarchical
regression equation for each facet and global measure,
with present satisfaction and future satisfaction as the
dependent vari a b l e s .

It should be noted that the global

interaction term was calculated as an overall average of
discrepancy and importance interactions

(D X I) for all

facets listed when responding to evaluations of global
satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2 tested the correlation between

the number of comparison others chosen and the amount of
value importance reported for each measure of present and
future facet and global job satisfaction.
Scale Type Hypotheses.

These hypotheses were

analyzed using a hierarchical regression framework.

In

hypothesis 3a, the interaction of future discrepancy and
future importance for each facet was entered into the
equation first,

followed by the overall average of future

discrepancy and future importance interactions for global
evaluations,

with future global satisfaction as the

dependent variable.

In hypothesis 3b, the interaction of

present discrepancy and present importance for each facet
was entered into the equation first,

followed by the

overall average of future discrepancy and future
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importance interactions for global evaluations, with
present satisfaction as the dependent variable.
Comparison Others H y p o theses.

These hypotheses were

primarily concerned with the amount and type of comparison
others used in the evaluation of job satisfaction.
Hypotheses 4 and 6b were analyzed in a 2 (average of all
facets versus global satisfaction)
future)

X 2 (present versus

repeated measures ANOVA framework, while

hypotheses 5a, 5b, and 6 a were analyzed in a 6 (five
facets and global satisfaction)

X 2 (present versus

future) ANOVA framework for each of the facets.

In

hypothesis 4, the number of comparison others served as
the dependent variable,

with comparisons involving an

average of all of the of facet measures of satisfaction
versus global satisfaction.

In hypothesis 5a, the

dependent variable was the number of "self-past"
comparison others used, while in hypothesis 5b the
dependent variable was the number of "self-future"
comparison others used, with present and future time
frames serving as the independent variable in both
hypotheses.

In hypotheses 6 a, the number of "non-self"

comparison others was the dependent variable, w.i th
comparisons involving both present versus future
satisfaction for each facet and global measure of job
satisfaction.

In hypotheses 6b, the number of "non-self"

comparison others was the dependent variable, with
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comparisons involving both present versus future
satisfaction and global versus an average of all of the
facet satisfaction measures.
Assessment of Order Effects
In order to determine whether or not the order of the
scales,

facet or global first, had any influence on the

responses, order effects were initially included in all
analyses.

In each of the analyses,

significant order effects,
primary analyses.

there were no

so order was excluded from the

RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
The overall means for each of the facet
satisfactions,

their discrepancies,

and levels of

importance are displayed in Tables 3 and 4 for the present
and future time frames respectively.
correlations for discrepancy,

In addition,

importance, and facet

measures of satisfaction are also displayed in theses
tables.

Generally,

the size of the discrepancy was

negatively related to each measure of facet and global
satisfaction.

However,

importance was not significantly

related to pay satisfaction,
satisfaction,

opportunities for promotion

supervision satisfaction,

and global

satisfaction.
The means,

standard deviations,

and ranges for each

of the comparison other choices are presented in Table 5.
The most common comparison others used were a job held in
the past,

a job desired in the future,

and no comparison.

The first two of these are considered to be "self"
comparisons, which may indicate that employees will most
often use themselves as a comparison.

When the "self"

information is not available or relevant,
decide not to use a comparison other.

they may then

One of the least

popular comparison others was someone else in a different
job and a different company.

This makes sense when

considering that this comparison other probably had the
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Table 3
Means. Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among
Discrepancy. Importance and Facet Measures of Job
Satisfaction:
Present Time Frame.

M e a n s / S .D .

Satisfaction

Discrepancy

Work Itself

32.89

(11.81)

Discrepancy

43.88

(28.47)

-.5864**

Importance

71.09

(22.49)

.5075**

Pay

32.00

(15.93)

Discrepancy

57.95

(29.28)

-.7182**

Importance

78.34

(17.42)

-.0873

Promotions

19.88

(15.70)

Discrepancy

62.11

(27.10)

-.5376**

Importance

70.47

(25.63)

-.0443

Supervision

38.63

(13.87)

Discrepancy

36 .00

(31.30)

-.7538**

----

Importance

72.09

(25.02)

.0089

.0731

Co-workers

38 .84

(12.53)

Discrepancy

32 .10

(26.19)

-.7079**

----

Importance

79.80

(17.42)

.2227**

- .1594**

Global

40 .25

(11.58)

Discrepancy

49.88

(21.07)

-.5068**

----

Importance

76.65

(10.19)

-.0844

* p<.05;

** £<.01;

----

-.3366*

----

.0652

----

.3783**

.0928

standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 4
Means. Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among
Discrepancy. Importance and Facet Measures of Job
Satisfaction:
Future Time Frame.

Means/S.D.

Satisfaction

Discrepancy

Work Itself

32.05

14.11)

Discrepancy

46.61

30.33)

- .6897**

Importance

70.17

25.48)

.5590**

Pay

30.39

18.28)

Discrepancy

61.80

29.75)

-.7174**

Importance

79.48

17.66)

-.2185**

Promotions

20.72

16.30)

Discrepancy

62.32

28.44)

-.5700**

Importance

70.47

25.58)

-.0696

Supervision

38.41

15.23)

Discrepancy

37.96

29.49)

-.6590**

----

Importance

69.55

26.38)

.0489

.0121

Co-workers

39.25

13.66)

Discrepancy

34 .01

26.34)

- .6621**

----

Importance

78.91

18.85)

.1945**

-.1364**

Global

38.12

14.92)

Discrepancy

51.63

20.14)

-.7028**

----

Importance

76.11

12.54)

-.2555

* P<.05;

** £<.01;

-.4933**

----

.2284**

----

.3537**

.2359

standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 5
Descriptive Information of Comparison Others:
Averages
Across Subjects for All Facets and Both Time F r a m e s .

Mean

S.D.

High

Low

Someone else,
same job & company

1.94

2.97

12

0

Someone else, same job,
different company

1.59

2.67

12

0

Someone else, different
job, same company

1.73

2.87

12

0

Someone else,
different job & company

1.04

2.16

12

0

Job held in past

3.00

3.55

12

0

Job desired in future

3.32

3.73

12

0

Other

1.08

2.16

12

0

* Present job

2.36

2.34

6

0

No comparison used

3.42

3.77

12

0

* Item presented in future time frame only.
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least in common with the employee.

Another relatively

rare selection was "other", which may indicate that the
comparison others presented were an adequate
representation of the most salient comparison others.
Hypotheses
Value Importance Hypotheses.

Hypothesis la predicted

that future value importance would moderate the
relationship between future perceived discrepancies and
future satisfaction but not between future perceived
discrepancies and present satisfaction.

Hierarchical

regression analyses were conducted on each of the facet
and global measures of satisfaction.
generally not supported

The results were

(see Table 6 ).

There were no

observed interactions in either time frame
present)

for the work itself and pay.

(future or

Although there were

significant interactions for the future promotion
25.40, p<.01),

and future supervision

(F =

(F = 10.10, p<.01),

there were also significant interactions for these same
facets in the present time frame

(present promotion:

8.80, pc.Ol; present supervision: F = 6.23, p<.01).

F =
The

only area that was consistent with the hypothesis was
global satisfaction.

In this area,

there was a

significant interaction for the future time frame
6.78, pc.Ol),
n.s.).

but not in the present time frame

Finally,

contrary to the hypothesis,

(F =

(F = .31,

there was a

significant interaction for present co-worker satisfaction

106
Table 6
Incremental Variance of Discrepancy and Importance of
Each F a c e t : Future Time F r a m e .

Future
R2

(\R2

Present
B

R2

AR2

B

Work Itself
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

.54** .54**
(D)

.31**

.29**

(I)

Step 2

.31**

.20**

-.55**
.54**

.00

.51**

.51**

-.05

-.43**
.31** .00

-.03

D X I

Pay
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

(D)
(I)

Step 2

.52**

.00

.21** .21**
-.70**

-.46**

-.07

-.00

-.16

.21** .00

-.05

D X I
Promotions
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

.35** .35**
(D)
(I)

.22** .22**
-.62**
.15**

-.48**
.05

Step
D X I
(table con'd.)
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Future
R2

&R 2

Present
B

R2

/iR2

B

Supervision
Step 1

.44**

Discrepancy
Importance

.44**

(D)
(I)

Step 2

.36** .36**
-. 6 6 **

.60**

-.05

.04

.46**

.02** -.38**

.37** .01*

.46**

.46**

.40** .40**

• .33*

D X I

Co-workers
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

(D)

-.65**

(I)

Step 2
D X I

.62**

.11**
.47**

.01

.30**

.30**

-.31

.07
.42** .03**

- . 7 4 **

Global
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

(D)
(I)

Step 2

.32**

.20** .20**
-.53**

.4 4 * *

-.10*

.08

.02** -.75**

.20** .00

-. 17

D X I

* E<.05;
note:

** p<.01

Main effects include discrepancy and importance.
Dependent variable is future satisfaction.
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(F = 15.01, pc.01), but not for future co-worker
satisfaction,

(F = 15.01, pc.01).

Table 7 illustrates the results for hypothesis lb.
Similar to the predictions above, hypothesis lb predicted
that present value importance would moderate the
relationship between present perceived discrepancies and
present satisfaction but not between present perceived
discrepancies and future satisfaction.
hypothesis la above,
supported.
time frame
facets.

As with

the results were generally not

There were no observed interactions in either
(present or future)

for the work itself or pay

Similar to hypothesis la, however,

there were

significant interactions for present promotions
14.13, pc.01), present supervision
present global satisfaction

(F =

(F = 9.96, pc.01),

and

(F = 4.15, pc.05), as well as

significant interactions for these facets in the future
time frames
supervision,

(future promotions: F = 7.85, pc.Ol;
F = 4.17, pc.05;

F = 4.01, pc.05 ).

future

future global satisfaction,

The only facet that was consistent

with the hypothesis was the present co-workers facet.

In

this instance,

(F

the present interaction was significant

= 4.90, pc.05), but the future interaction was not
significant

(F = .04, n.s.)

Hypothesis 2 posited that the number of comparison
others selected would be positively related to value
importance.

Correlational analyses between comparison
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Table 7
Incremental Variance of Discrepancy and Importance in Each
Facet:
Present Time Frame.

Present
R2

£R2

Future
B

R2

&R 2

B

Work Itself
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

.46**

.46**

(D)
(I)

Step 2

.46**

.00

.52**

.52**

.30**

.30**

-.47**

-.32**

.36**

.36**

-.21

.30**

.00

.28**

.28**

-.11

D X I

Pay
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance

(D)

-. 7 2 **

(I)

Step 2

-.51**

-.04
.52**

.00

.32**

.32**

-.14

-.11*
.28**

.00

.21**

.21**

-.07

D X I

Promotions
Step 1
Discrepancy
Importance
Step 2

(D)
(I)
.35**

-.61**

-.49**

.19**

.16**

.03** -.60**

.23**

.02** -.49**

D X I
(table con'd.)
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Future

Present
R2

AR2

B

R2

4R2

B

Supervision
Step

1

Discrepancy
Importance
Step

.58** .58**
(D)
(I)

2

.59** .01**

.25**

.25**

.76**

.50**

.07

.05

.39**

.26**

.01*

.35**

.35**

.34*

D X I

Co-workers
Step

1

Discrepancy
Importance

.51**

.51**

(D)
(I)

Step
2
D X I

.52**

.01 *

.69**

.56**

.1 1 **

.13**

.42*

.35**

.00

.05

Global
Step

1

Discrepancy
Importance
Step

2

.24** .24**
(D)
(I)
.25** .01*

.13**

.13**

.47**

.35**

.05

.06

.75*

.14**

.01*

D X I

* p < .0 5; * * p c .01
note:

Main effects are discrepancy and importance.
Dependent variable is present satisfaction.

.78*

Ill
others and value importance for each facet of job
satisfaction
promotion,

(work itself, pay, opportunities for

supervision,

and co-workers)

as well as the

global measure of job satisfaction were conducted on both
time frames

(present and future), yielding a total of 12

correlation coefficients.

Of these 12, only two

correlations were significant:
.12, pc.01)

future promotions

and present supervision

(r =

(r. = .09, pc.05).

Thus, the results indicated that hypothesis 2 was not
supported.
Scale Type Hypotheses.

Building on the premise that

global satisfaction involves more than the simple addition
of a number of facets,

hypothesis 3a proposed that the

interaction between future discrepancies and future value
importance would account for significant incremental
variance in future global satisfaction above and beyond
variance accounted for by the five facets investigated
(i.e., work itself, pay, opportunities for promotion,
supervision,

and co-workers).

Hierarchical regression

analyses involved entering the order of the presentation
of scales

(coded as a dummy variable)

equation first,

into the regression

the main effects second,

the five facet

interactions third and then the future global interaction
variable.

Because employees could list as few or as many

facets when rating global satisfaction,

the future global

interaction variable consisted of an overall average
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interaction score across all facets listed.

The results,

displayed in Table 8 , revealed that the future global
interaction did account for significant variance above and
beyond the five facet measures
Similarly,

(F = 4.18, pc.05)

hypothesis 3b suggested that the

interaction between present discrepancies and present
value importance would account for significant variance in
present global satisfaction incremental to the variance
accounted for by the five facets.

The results, displayed

in Table 9, indicated no support for this assertion,
0.25).

Thus,

(F =

the hypotheses for scale type were supported

for the future time frame only.
Comparison Others Hypotheses.

Hypothesis 4 predicted

that the number of comparison others chosen would be more
when evaluating global satisfaction than when evaluating
facet satisfaction.

A repeated measures 2

each facet vs. global)

(average of

X 2 (present vs. future) ANOVA was

conducted on the total number of comparison others to test
this assertion.
10.

The ANOVA results are presented in Table

The analyses indicated that subjects did in fact

choose more comparison others when evaluating global
satisfaction
1.28),

(M = 1.57)

F (1,212)

than facet satisfaction

= 22.31, pc.01

(M =

(see Table 11 for

information regarding means and standard deviations).
Thus,

the results supported Hypothesis 4.

A significant

time frame effect indicated that subjects also
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Table 8
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Future Global
Satisfaction on Five Future Facet Discrepancy by
Importance Interactions and Future Global Satisfaction
Discrepancy by Importance Interaction.

Variable

B

Step 1
Main Effects:

R2

&R2

.51**

.51**

.52**

.01

.54**

.02**

.55**

.01**

Future Facet Satisfaction

Step 2
Facet Interactions:
Future Work Itself
Future Pay
Future Promotions
Future Supervision
Future Co-Workers
Step 3
Main Effects:

Global Satisfaction

Step 4

-.52*

Future Global Interaction

* p < .0 5;

* * p < .01

114
Table 9
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Present Global
Satisfaction on Five Present Facet Discrepancy bv
Importance Interactions and Present Global Satisfaction
Discrepancy bv Importance Interaction.

Variable

B

Step 1
Main Effects:

R2

AR2

.47**

.47**

.47**

.00

.48**

.01*

.48**

.00

Future Facet Satisfaction

Step 2
Facet Interactions:
Future Work Itself
Future Pay
Future Promotions
Future Supervision
Future Co-Workers
Step 3
Main Effects:

Global Satisfaction

Step 4

-.17

Future Global Interaction

* P<.05;

** p<.01
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Table 10
Analysis of Variance for Total Number of Comparison
Others.

df
Type

(T)

Time Frame

(F)

T X F

** pc.Ol.

MS

F

1

18 .06

22 .31**

1

7 .19

28.49**

1

.01

.04

Type within cells df: 212; Time frame within

cells d f : 2 1 2 .

Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations of Total Number of
Comparison Others:
Facet versus Global Satisfaction.

Present

Facet

1.21

(.96)

Global

** F (1 ,212)
note:

Future

Overall

1.35

1.28

(1.04)

(1 .0 0 )

1.50

1. 64

(1.42)

(1.48)

= 22.31, p < .01

standard deviations in parentheses

1.57**
(1.45)
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chose more comparison others when evaluating future
satisfaction than present satisfaction

(see Table 10).

Hypothesis 5a suggested that the number of "selfpast" comparison others would be more frequent in ratings
of present satisfaction than of future satisfaction.
repeated measures 2

(present vs. future)

X 6

A

(each facet

and global assessment) ANOVA was performed to investigate
this hypothesis.

The ANOVA results in Table 12

illustrated that, overall,

the number of "self-past"

comparison others selected was indeed more when assessing
present satisfaction
satisfaction

(M = .31) than when assessing future

(M = .19), F(l,210)

= 65.01, pc.Ol.

Because

there was also a significant interaction between time
frame and type of scale,

simple effects t-tests were

conducted to test the hypothesis for each scale.

Results

demonstrated that "self-past" comparison others were
chosen more frequently in the present time frame than in
the future time frame in each of the facet and global
satisfaction evaluations

(see Table 13).

Hypothesis 5b predicted that "self-future" comparison
others would be chosen more often when assessing future
satisfaction than when assessing present satisfaction.

A

repeated measures 2 (present vs. future) X 6 (each facet
and global assessment)
hypothesis.

ANOVA was conducted to test this

The results,

illustrated in Tables 14 and 15,

confirmed the hypothesis; overall,

more "self-future"
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Table 12
Analysis of Variance for "Self-Past Comparison O t h e r s .

Type

(T)

Time Frame

(F)

T X F

F

df

MS

5

1.10

7.28**

1

7.25

65.01**

5

.17

3.08**

** p<.01.
Type within cells df.: 1050; Time frame within
cells df: 2 1 0 .
Table 13
Means and Standard Deviations of "Self-Past" Comparison
Others:
Present versus Future Job Satisfaction.

Scale

Present

Future

Result

Overall

.31
(.45)

.19
(.38)

F (1,210)

Work Itself

.31
(.46)

.17
(.38)

t (337)

= 6.39**

Pay

.23
(.42)

.14
(.35)

t (332)

= 4.79**

Promotions

.19
(.39)

.13
(.33)

t (338)

= 4.14**

Supervision

.36
(.48)

.22
(.41)

t (334)

= 7.08**

People in Job

.30
(.46)

.17
(.38)

t (331)

= 6.42**

Job in General

.36
(.48)

.27
(.45)

t (226)

= 3.51**

* P< •05 ; ** p< .01

= 65.01**
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Table 14
Analysis of Variance for "Self-Future" Comparison O t h e r s .

Type

(T)

Time Frame

(F)

T X F

df

MS

F

5

2 .27

14.36**

1

1.85

16.20**

5

.19

3 .43**

** pc.Ol.
Type within cells df: 1050; Time frame within
cells df: 2 1 0 .
Table 15
Means and Standard Deviations of "Self-Future" Comparison
O t h e r s : Future versus P resent.

Scale

Future

Present

Result

Overall

.30
(.44)

.25
(.40)

F (1,210)

Work Itself

.28
(.45)

.26
(.44)

t (337) = 1.26

Pay

.28
(.45)

.23
(.42)

t (332) = 2.49**

Promotions

.27
(.45)

.25
(.44)

t (338)

Supervision

.20
(.40)

.12
(.33)

t (334) = 4.14**

People in Job

.22
(.41)

.10
(.30)

t (331)

Job in General

.38
(.49)

.35
(.48)

t (226) = 1.03

* pc.05;

** p < .01

= 16.20**

= 1.06

= 6.18**
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comparison others were selected when rating future
satisfaction

(M = .30) than present satisfaction

.25), F(l,210)

= 16.20, pc.Ol.

(M =

Due to a significant

interaction between time frame and type of scale,
additional analyses simple effects t-tests were conducted.
Results showed that "self-future" comparison others were
selected more in the future time frame than in the present
time frame with the facets for pay,
workers.

Thus,

supervision,

and c o 

the results generally support the

hypotheses involving "self-past" and "self-future"
comparison others.
Hypothesis 6 a suggested that the number of "non-self"
comparison others would be greater when evaluating future
satisfaction than when evaluating present satisfaction.

A

repeated measures 2 (present vs. future) X 6 (each facet
and global assessment)
hypothesis.

ANOVA was used to examine this

The results are presented in Table 16.

Although there was a significant time frame effect,

the

means indicated that "non-self" comparisons were used more
often when assessing present satisfaction
than future satisfaction
pc.Ol.

(M = .55) rather

(M = .46), F(l,210)

= 14.97,

This is the exact opposite of the predicted

hypothesis.
Hypothesis 6b posited that the number of "non-self"
comparison others selected would be more when rating
global satisfaction than when rating facet satisfaction.
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Table 16
Analysis of Variance for "Non-Self" Comparison Others:
Present versus Future.

Type

(T)

Time Frame
T X F

(F)

df

MS

F

5

7.79

10 .92**

1

3 .38

14 .97**

5

.08

.64

* * p < .01.
Type within cells d f : 1050; Time frame within
cells d f : 2 1 0 .
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A repeated measures 2

(present vs.

all facets vs. global assessment)
test this hypothesis.

future) X 2 (average of
ANOVA was conducted to

The results,

illustrated in Table

17, indicated no support for the proposed hypothesis,
F (1,210)

= .81, n.s.

Additional Analyses
Although Hypothesis la was not supported as
specifically stated,

it became apparent during the

analyses that the amount of variance accounted for in
future satisfaction by future discrepancies,
importance,

future

and future interactions was considerably more

than the variance accounted for by present discrepancies,
present importance,

and present interactions.

A similar

pattern was observed in the results obtained from
Hypothesis lb.

Thus,

additional analyses were conducted

to explore if these differences were significant.

For

Hypothesis la, hierarchical regression analyses were
conducted which involved entering the present variables
first followed by the future variables.
hierarchical regression analysis,
reversed.

In this way,

In a second

the order of entry was

the analyses would demonstrate if

incremental variance was accounted for in both present and
future conditions.
was performed.

For Hypothesis lb, a similar procedure

It must be noted that these additional

analyses were slightly different from the stated
hypotheses, which predicted significant interaction
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Table 17
Analysis of Variance for "Non-Self" Comparison Others:
Global versus F a c e t .

Type

(T)

Time Frame
T X F

(F)

df

MS

F

1

.34

.81

1

1.70

1

.13

16 .05**
2.04

** pc.Ol.
Type within cells df: 210; Time frame within
cells d f : 2 1 0 .
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relationships with future satisfaction but not for present
satisfaction

(or vice versa for hypothesis l b ) .

The

current analyses expanded hypotheses la and lb to include
main effects and interactions in the prediction of present
and future satisfaction.
The results of the analyses are presented in Tables
18 and 19.

As can be seen in the Table 18, the amount of

incremental variance accounted for by the future variables
explaining future satisfaction was quite substantial.
every facet and global satisfaction measure,

In

the amount of

incremental variance accounted for by the future time
frame main effects and the interaction was significant
(all p's c.Ol), with the incremental R2/s ranging from .12
to

.25.

On the other hand,

the present time frame main

effects and the interaction explained incremental variance
in only three facets

(pay, promotions,

and co-workers),

with the incremental R2's ranging from .01 to .02.
In Table 19, the amount of incremental variance in
present satisfaction accounted for by the present main
effects and the interaction was also considerable.
every facet and global satisfaction measure,

In

the amount of

incremental variance accounted for by the present time
frame main effects and the interaction was significant
(all p's>.01).

However,

the future time frame main

effects and the interaction only explained incremental
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Table 18
Incremental Variance in Future Job Satisfaction Accounted
for bv Present and Future Discrepancies, Importance. and
the Interaction.

Step 1

Step 2

Present

Future

R2

R2

AR 2

Work Itself

.31**

.55**

.24**

Pay

.27**

.52**

.25**

Promotions

.23**

.41**

.18**

Supervision

.27**

.48**

.2 1 **

Co-workers

.36**

.48**

.12 **

Global

.15**

.29**

.14 * *

Step 1

Step 2

Future

Present

R2

R2

Work Itself

.54**

.55**

.01

Pay

.51**

.52**

.01 *

Promotions

.39**

.41**

.02 *

Supervision

.46**

.47**

.01

Co-workers

.46**

.47**

.0 1 *

Global

.29**

.29**

.00

* p>< .0 5 ; * * £>< .01

AR2
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Table 19
Incremental Variance in Present Job Satisfaction Accounted
for bv Present and Future Discrepancies,
, Importance, and
the Interaction.

Step 1

Step 2

Future

Present

R2

R2

AR2

Work Itself

.33**

.50**

.17**

Pay

.2 1 **

.52**

.31**

Promotions

.24**

.38**

.14**

Supervision

.37**

.59**

.2 2 **

Co-workers

.42**

.55**

.13**

Global

.2 2 **

.27**

.05**

Step 1

Step 2

Present

Future

R2

R2

AR 2

Work Itself

,47**

.50**

.03**

Pay

.52**

.52**

.00

Promotions

.35**

.38**

.03**

Supervision

.58**

.59**

.01

Co-workers

.53**

.55**

.02 **

Global

.23**

.26**

.03**

* E>< .05;

** pc.Ol
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variance in three facets
workers)

(work itself, promotions,

and in global satisfaction.

In addition,

and c o 
the

incremental R2's for the present main effects and the
interaction ranged from .05 to .31, while the incremental
R2/s for the future main effects and the interaction
ranged from .02 to .03.

When considered together,

the

analyses in Tables 18 and 19 indicate support for the
assertion that different time frames are associated with
different evaluations of job satisfaction.
In addition,

although Hypotheses la and lb produced

significant interactions with only some of the facets,

the

main effects of discrepancy and importance were
significant in all measures of facet and global
satisfaction in both present and future time frames.
Thus, an interesting question that arises when examining
these results is which is more relevant to determining
satisfaction,
importance.

the size of the discrepancy or the amount of
Additional analyses were undertaken to

explore this issue.
Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to
determine the relative contributions of both discrepancy
and importance.

In the first step,

importance was entered

followed discrepancy in the second step.

This procedure

demonstrated the amount incremental variance accounted for
by discrepancy beyond the variance accounted for by the
importance variable.

The results of these analyses for
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future and present evaluations of job satisfaction are
displayed in Tables 20 and 21.

In all instances,

discrepancy explained significant incremental variance in
job satisfaction.

However,

importance explained only

minimal variance in satisfaction beyond discrepancy.
These results clearly indicate that discrepancy is a
stronger predictor of satisfaction than importance.
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Table 20
Incremental Variance Accounted for bv Future Discrepancy
in Future Job Satisfaction.

Step 1
Importance

Step 2
Discrepancy

R2

R2

AR 2

Work Itself

.27**

.53**

.26*

Pay

.06**

.52**

.46*

Promotions

.0 2 *

.34**

.33*

Supervision

.00

.43**

.43*

Co-workers

.03**

.44**

.41*

Global

.0 2 **

.29**

.27*

Step 1
Discrepancy

Step 2
Importance

R2

R2

AR2

Work Itself

.48**

.53**

.05*

Pay

.51**

.52**

.01

Promotions

.32**

.33**

.01 *

Supervision

.43**

.4 4 **

.01

Co-workers

.44**

.45**

.01 *

Global

.29**

.29**

.00

* p < .05; ** pc.Ol
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Table 21
Incremental Variance Accounted for bv Present Discreoancv
in Present Job Satisfaction.

Step 1
Importance

Step 2
Discrepancy

R2

R2

4R2

Work Itself

.24**

.4 4 **

.2 0 **

Pay

.01

.52**

.51**

Promotions

.01

.31**

.30**

Supervision

.00

.57**

.57**

Co-workers

.05**

.52**

.4 7 * *

Global

.0 2 **

.23**

.2 1 **

Step 1
Discrepancy

Step 2
Importance

R2

R2

AR2

Work Itself

.34**

.45**

.09**

Pay

.52**

.52**

.00

Promotions

.29**

.31**

.02 **

Supervision

.57**

.57**

.00

Co-workers

.50**

.51**

.01 *

Global

.24**

.24**

.00

* p < .0 5 ; ** E c -01

DISCUSSION
In general,

the results of the study were mixed.

Support was found for five of the ten hypotheses.
hypotheses not supported,

Of the

supplementary analyses suggested

support for a weaker version of two hypotheses.

Finally,

one of the hypotheses received contradictory results,
no support was obtained for two hypotheses.

and

To be

consistent with the organization of preceding sections,
the findings of this study are discussed in the order the
hypotheses were presented,
for the proposed model.

followed by their implications

Then,

future guidelines for

research are suggested with an emphasis on additional
variables which may enhance the predictability of the
proposed model and our understanding of job satisfaction.
Finally,

the limitations of the present study are reviewed

followed by a summary of overall conclusions.
Value Hypotheses
Although limited support was obtained for hypotheses
la and lb as originally stated, additional analyses
yielded some very interesting findings.

These issues are

addressed below.
First,

the results indicated that no significant

interactions between discrepancy and importance occurred
for the work itself and pay facets in either the future or
the present facet satisfaction conditions.

However,

significant interactions did occur in the opportunities
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for promotion and the supervision facets in both time
frame conditions.

There are at least two possible

explanations for these inconsistent findings.

First,

the

role of discrepancies and importance may change when
employees evaluate different facets of satisfaction.
Second,

the lack of significant interactions in the work

itself and pay facets suggests that one of the main
effects, discrepancy or importance, may be so dominant
that its influence overshadows any influence of the
interaction of these variables.

Upon inspection of the

correlations in Tables 3 and 4, and the beta weights in
Tables 6 and 7, it appears that the influence of
discrepancies may be so strong in predicting satisfaction
that little variance remains to detect significant
interactions.
Another factor to consider is that the interaction of
discrepancies and importance may primarily influence job
satisfaction when evaluating global satisfaction.
Locke's

(1976) value theory,

In

the interaction of

discrepancy by importance for all relevant facets is
theorized to predict job satisfaction.

However, Locke's

theory makes no mention of how the discrepancy and
importance components would influence an evaluation of
facet satisfaction.

The results from hypotheses la and lb

suggest that the discrepancy by importance interaction
theorized by Locke

(1976) may be most relevant when
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evaluating global satisfaction.
future time frames,

In both the present and

the interaction of discrepancy and

importance predicted significant incremental variance in
global satisfaction

(see Tables 6 and 7).

Consequently,

the current evidence suggests that the discrepancy by
importance interaction may be most important when
explaining global satisfaction.
This point is made more clearly when examining the
influences of discrepancy and importance on facet
satisfaction.

By examining the correlations and beta

weights for each facet,

it becomes evident that

discrepancy has a much larger influence on facet
satisfaction than importance.

Of the six future and six

present measures of facet and global, satisfaction,

the

correlations are larger for the discrepancy variable each
time.

In addition,

in nine facets,

the discrepancy beta weight is larger

and in many facets the discrepancy beta

weights are at least five times larger than the beta
weights for importance.

Moreover,

results from the

additional analyses suggest that discrepancy accounted for
significant variance in each facet satisfaction measure
incremental to the influences of importance
and 21).

Clearly,

discrepancy,

(see Tables 20

these analyses suggest that

and not importance,

has a very prominent role

in the evaluation of facet satisfaction.

These analyses are further bolstered when examining
the conditions under which facet and global satisfaction
are assessed.

When responding to a question pertaining to

facet satisfaction,

such as pay satisfaction,

the employee

is likely to use a discrepancy framework to assist in the
evaluation of pay.

The current results and prior evidence

has demonstrated the importance of discrepancy in
satisfaction

(e.g., Rice et a l ., 1989; Teas,

1981).

Yet,

the degree of pay importance may have little relevance to
the evaluation of pay satisfaction because the employee is
not asked to consider his/her value system when evaluating
pay satisfaction.

Simply put, asking "Are you satisfied

with your p a y , " does not necessarily include the question
"Is pay important to you".

However, when responding to a

questions about global satisfaction,

such as "Overall,

are

you satisfied with your job," the employee is likely to
use his/her value system, which includes the amount of
value importance, when evaluating global satisfaction
(Scarpello & Campbell,

1983).

Hence,

the role of

importance is theoretically most prominent when evaluating
global satisfaction.
Upon considering the results of this study and the
conditions of facet and global satisfaction,
conclusion emerges.

the following

Discrepancy alone explains most of

the variance in facet satisfaction.
measuring facet satisfaction,

In fact, when

one may not even need to
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measure importance.
satisfaction,

However, when measuring global

the interaction of discrepancy and

importance explains significant variance in global
satisfaction.
Teas

(1981)

Given these conclusions,

the statements by

and Rice et a l . (1989) that discrepancy is a

key component of job satisfaction can be expanded upon.
In facet satisfaction,
component,

discrepancy is certainly a key

and may be the only necessary component when

attempting to explain facet satisfaction.
satisfaction,

however,

In global

it is the interaction of

discrepancy and importance that appears to be the basis
for satisfaction evaluations.
In addition to generating information about facet and
global satisfaction,

additional analyses based on the

first set of hypotheses focused on the assertion that
there are differences between present and future
evaluations of job satisfaction.
that future discrepancy,

These analyses indicated

future importance,

and the

interaction accounted for significant variance in future
satisfaction incremental to the variance accounted for by
present discrepancy, present importance, and the
interaction.
satisfaction.

Similar findings were obtained for present
These findings demonstrate that the

propositions stated in the proposed model, namely that
different decision making processes are involved in
present and future satisfaction,

do indeed occur.
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Consequently,

the time frame of the evaluation should be

considered when measuring job satisfaction.
The second value hypothesis predicted a positive
relationship between the number of comparison others
chosen and value importance.

This hypothesis was based on

the notion that employees would search more extensively
for comparison others when evaluating job factors that
were important to them.

Unfortunately,

no empirical

support was obtained for this hypothesis.

One possible

reason that may explain the lack of significance is that
the testing of this hypothesis was constrained by the
format of the comparison others list.

Employees were

asked to identify which type of comparison others they
used when evaluating job satisfaction,

but were not asked

to list the number of comparison others they used.
example,

For

an employee may have used three different

previous jobs when evaluating pay satisfaction,

which

should be considered as three comparison others.
the survey,

Yet on

this employee would have selected "a job held

in the past", which would have only counted as one
comparison other.

Consequently,

the format of the survey

inhibited the collection of a true index of the number of
comparison others used and instead revealed information
concerning the types of comparison others used.

Future

research should explore this hypothesis again by using a
format that would require employees to not only list the
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types of comparison others that they use, but the number
of comparison others used within each type.
Scale Type Hypotheses
A second set of hypotheses predicted that the
interaction of global discrepancy and global importance
would account for significant variance in global
satisfaction incremental to facet discrepancy and facet
importance interactions in both future and present time
frames.

Empirical support for these hypotheses was

established for the future time frame, but not for the
present time frame.

These results lend at least partial

evidence to the notion that facet satisfaction does not
account for all of the "parts" of global satisfaction
(Scarpello & Campbell,
time frame.

Finally,

1983), particularly in a future
these results lend additional

credence to the earlier assertion that it is the
interaction of discrepancy and importance
discrepancy alone)

(and not

that plays an integral role in the

prediction of global satisfaction.
Comparison Others Hypotheses
Empirical support was also found for a number of the
"comparison others" hypotheses.

First,

the results

indicated that employees will use more comparison others
when responding to a global satisfaction measure than when
responding to a facet satisfaction measure.

Because it is

presumed that global satisfaction involves an evaluation
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of a number of facets which may or may not be included in
a facet measure

(Scarpello & Campbell,

1983),

this finding

indicates that employees are also more comparison others
when rating global satisfaction.

In other words,

employees not only consider a number of facets when
evaluating overall job satisfaction, but they also
consider a number of comparison others as well.
Second,

this study also found that employees were

more likely to choose a "self-past" comparison other
(e.g., a job held in the past) when evaluating present
satisfaction as opposed to future satisfaction.
addition,

In

this study found that employees were more likely

to select a "self-future" comparison other
desired in the future)

(e.g., a job

when rating future satisfaction

compared to present satisfaction.

These results

demonstrate that the selection of comparison others varies
due to the situation being presented for evaluation.
rating present satisfaction,

When

employees will more often

look toward their past and use that information as a
comparison when determining their level of satisfaction.
However,

when rating future satisfaction,

employees will

more often look toward the future and use that information
as a comparison when determining how satisfied they
anticipate they will be.

Thus, the choice of a comparison

other is determined by the situation, which provides
evidence for Kulik and Ambrose's

(1992) assertion that
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relevance is one of the factors involved when choosing a
comparison other.
Third,

contrary to prediction,

the data revealed that

employees selected "non-self" comparison others more
frequently when evaluating present satisfaction than when
evaluating future satisfaction.

The original hypothesis,

based on the work of Kulik and Ambrose

(1992), suggested

that employees will look outside themselves when selecting
comparison others to evaluate job satisfaction.
Ambrose

Kulik and

(1992) based this suggestion on the premise that

the future is more ambiguous than the present.

However,

the results indicate the exact opposite occurrence.

A

possible explanation of this finding concerns the
requirement that comparison others must be relevant before
being chosen

(Kulik & Ambrose,

1992).

Assuming that the

present is more certain than the future, employees may
have been more confident in choosing relevant a "non-self"
comparison other when making present satisfaction
evaluations than when making future satisfaction
evaluations.

Another possible explanation for the

contradictory results may be that the future time frame
used in this study,

two to four years from now, contained

too much ambiguity,

and thus too few relevant "non-self"

comparison others could be selected and used as a
foundation for an evaluation of job satisfaction.

Consequently,

the results concerning "non-self"

comparison others have two implications.
Ambrose's

First,

Kulik and

(1992) assertion that more non-self comparison

others will be selected in ambiguous situations may be
incorrect, because the presence of ambiguity restricts the
selection of relevant comparison others.

Second,

it may

be much easier for employees to picture themselves
a "self" comparison other)
picture someone else

(i.e.,

in the future rather than

(i.e., a "non-self" comparison other)

who represents their future.

Certainly,

future

investigations should seek to shorten the future time
frame

(perhaps to one or two years)

to determine if the

observed differences between present and future
evaluations are diminished.

Future investigations should

also seek to replicate the findings of the present study.
If these findings are replicated,

then Kulik and Ambrose's

(1992) original assertions concerning the selection of
non-self comparison others will need to be revised.
Overall,

the comparison others results shed light on

the decision making process of employees when they are
asked to rate satisfaction.

These findings illustrate

that employees will select different comparison others
when evaluating different types of satisfaction, be it
global/facet satisfaction or present/future satisfaction.
In addition, by showing that comparison others influence
the decision making process in job satisfaction,

these
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results clearly demonstrate the need to understand how and
why employees select comparison others when evaluating
satisfaction.

By understanding these choices better, our

understanding of job satisfaction will be enhanced
accordingly.
Implications for the Proposed Model
The findings of this study supported many of the
relationships in the proposed model.
that discrepancies,

Evidence suggests

comparison others,

importance,

and

time frames influence job satisfaction evaluations.
addition,

In

findings from this study have generated

additional suggestions which may be used to extend the
proposed model.

These findings and their implications for

the proposed model are discussed below.
One of the findings of this study concerned the
influences of discrepancies on job satisfaction.

This

study found that discrepancies accounted for considerable
variance in each facet and global measure of job
satisfaction.

Consequently,

this finding provides

evidence for discrepancy theories of job satisfaction
(e.g., Holland's Person-Environment Fit,

1973).

Moreover,

this finding illustrates that discrepancy is an integral
component of both facet and global satisfaction,

and

therefore supports the proposed model's assertion that
discrepancy plays a key role in the evaluation of job
satisfaction.

Finally,

this finding provides additional
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support for basing the proposed model on a control theory
framework, which also includes discrepancy as a central
component.
Additional findings from this study clearly
demonstrate that comparison others are important in the
evaluation of job satisfaction.

Differences in the

selection of comparison others were found in both facet
versus global satisfaction and present versus future
evaluations of job satisfaction.

These findings indicate

support for propositions from equity theory which suggest
that the selection of comparison others influence job
satisfaction evaluations.

In addition,

these findings

demonstrate support for the proposed model's assertion
that comparison others influence the job satisfaction
evaluation process in both present and future time frames.
Finally,

these results lend additional confidence in

designing the proposed model from a control theory
structure, which also uses a comparison other component in
its f ra m ework.
Another implication from the comparison others
findings is that organizations may want to exert some
control over the dissemination of employee information in
order to influence job satisfaction evaluations.

For

instance, many organizations make it a policy not to
divulge salary levels of employees.

Doing so would make

this information available to employees and, when
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relevant,

it could be used by employees as a comparison in

the evaluation of pay satisfaction.

Certainly,

organizations should examine their channels of
communication to ensure that they are not revealing
information about their employees which could negatively
influence job satisfaction ratings.
An additional finding of this study is that
importance is used in the evaluation of global
satisfaction but not facet satisfaction.
that discrepancy

(and not importance)

This implies

is involved in the

evaluation of facet satisfaction, whereas the discrepancy
by importance interaction is involved primarily in the
evaluation of global satisfaction.
that Locke's

This finding suggests

(1976) value theory, which states that

satisfaction is the interaction of discrepancy and
importance,

is not applicable when explaining facet

satisfaction,

but is applicable when explaining global

satisfaction.
Furthermore,
e t . al 's (1989)

this finding may be used to extend Rice
suggestion that discrepancies must be

considered in any evaluation of job satisfaction.

While

the results do indicate that discrepancy should be
measured in all situations,

the results also indicate that

importance should be measured when evaluating global
satisfaction.

Consequently,

the proposed model may need

to be extended to consider which type of information is

143
being measured.

If facet satisfaction is being measured,

then the model should resemble Figure 6 , which includes
many of the components of the previous model with the
exception of value importance,

which is omitted.

global satisfaction is being measured,

If

then the model

should resemble Figure 7, which includes many of the
components of the proposed model, but which also
stipulates that it should only be used when evaluating
global satisfaction.

In fact, the only association

specified in the original model that is missing from
Figure 7 is the relationship between comparison others and
importance, which was not supported by the results of this
st u d y .
Finally,

these results,

combined with advice from

Ironson et a l . (1989) provide some guidance for when and
how to measure facet and global satisfaction.
example,

Ironson et a l . (1989)

For

suggest that facet

satisfaction should be measured for specific purposes.
When this is the case,

then only measures of discrepancy

are necessary for each facet investigated.

However,

Ironson et a l . (1989) also state that global satisfaction
should be measured when the data will be used for more
general applications.

When this is the situation,

then

measures of discrepancy and importance should be obtained
for each facet surveyed.

In fact,

it is recommended that

global measures of satisfaction should allow employees to
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Figure 6 . An integrated model of facet job satisfaction.
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have the freedom to choose any facet they desire.

If the

researcher must select the facets to be investigated due
to space,

time, pressure and/or organizational

limitations,

it is still recommended that measures of

discrepancy and importance be collected,

although

predictability may be inhibited because of the restrictive
nature of the assessment.
Finally,

findings from this study have demonstrated

that there are differences between present and future
evaluations of job satisfaction.

This study found that

discrepancy by importance interactions explained
significant job satisfaction variance when the components
involved the same time frame

(e.g.,

future satisfaction

using the future time frame) beyond those in the different
time frame

(e.g.,

time f r a m e ) .

future satisfaction using the present

These findings suggest support for the

propositions from valence theory which state that
satisfaction also involves an evaluation of anticipated
events in the future.

Moreover,

these findings provide

evidence for the proposed model's assertion that different
evaluations of job satisfaction may occur when using
different time frames.

Finally,

these findings imply that

surveys of job satisfaction should specifically
communicate the time frame that is to be used in the
evaluation of job satisfaction.

Overall,

the findings of this study provide strong

evidence for the proposed model's statements that
discrepancies,

comparison others,

and time frames impact

the evaluation of job satisfaction.

Furthermore,

the

results of this study suggest that the proposed model may
be extended by considering facet and global evaluations of
job satisfaction.

In addition,

the results of this study

provide support for all of the key contributions of the
theories that were integrated into the proposed model of
job satisfaction.
discrepancy theory,
equity theory,
theory,

Namely,

the role of discrepancies from

the use of comparison others from

the contribution of importance from value

and the differentiation of present and future time

frames from valence theory all are involved in final
evaluations of global satisfaction,

and all but importance

are involved in evaluations of facet satisfaction.
Future Directions of Research
One of the major contributions of this study was
proposing a model which distinguished between present and
future evaluations of job satisfaction.

An assumption of

this model is that employees will perceive a change in job
conditions from the present time frame to the future time
frame.

For instance,

if changes are perceived to occur in

the future compared to the present,

then there may be

differences in evaluations of job satisfaction.
if no changes are perceived,

However,

then no changes between
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present and future ratings of job satisfaction will occur.
Unfortunately,
change.

this study did not measure perceived job

Consequently,

it is recommended that future

investigations of this model include a measure of
perceived job change.

It is predicted that this variable

will act as a moderator between present and future ratings
of satisfaction such that those perceiving a great deal of
change will also report larger differences between present
and future satisfaction than those perceiving little
change.
Another moderator variable to explore in the future
may be individual "thresholds" of satisfaction.

Several

researchers throughout the job satisfaction literature
(e.g., Landy,
Gati,

1978; Huseman, Hatfield,

& Miles,

1987;

1989) have mentioned that individual thresholds may

have an influence on perceived job satisfaction.

These

thresholds can be conceptualized as an attempt to identify
differences in negative and positive evaluations of job
satisfaction when evaluating identical situations.
example,

For

two employees may have identical discrepancies

and importance levels, yet one may report being satisfied
while another may report being dissatisfied.
former case,

In the

a "threshold of satisfaction" has been

reached such that the employee becomes satisfied;
latter case,

in the

the threshold is not eclipsed and

consequently the employee is not satisfied.

In either
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case,

threshold levels in the proposed model would

influence the final evaluation of job satisfaction.
In order to measure thresholds,
situation

(via vignettes)

inputs and outcomes

one could create a

in which employees receive equal

(i.e. discrepancies),

and equal

importance ratings for all facets relevant to those
employees,

or one could partial out the influences of

these variables using a hierarchical regression framework.
A good starting point for this investigation would be to
build upon the research conducted on equity sensitivity
(Huseman et a l ., 1987).

Equity sensitivity states that

employees have different perceptions of equity even though
they have identical inputs and outcomes.

According to

Huseman et a l . (1987), Benevolents respond favorably to
situations in which their inputs are more than their
outcomes.

Equity Sensitives respond favorably to

situations in which their inputs equal their outcomes,
while Entitleds respond favorably only to situations in
which their outcomes are greater than their inputs.

By

expanding the equity sensitivity construct to include
facets that are important to employees,

a situation may be

created whereby employees have identical inputs, outcomes,
and importance ratings, yet they report different levels
of job satisfaction.

Given the same set of circumstances

(inputs, outcomes, value importance), if employees respond
differently when evaluating job satisfaction,

then

evidence could be obtained for the presence of individual
differences in thresholds that determine job satisfaction.
For instance, using equity sensitivity terminology,
benevolents would be satisfied with a moderate amount of
discrepancies and a shortage of their values being met,
but equity sensitives and entitleds would not be
satisfied.

Moreover,

benevolents and equity sensitives

would be satisfied with smaller discrepancies and a larger
portion of their values being met, but entitleds would
still not be satisfied.

Only in situations where minimal

discrepancies and nearly all values are being met or even
exceeded will all employees
sensitives,

and entitleds)

(e.g., benevolents,

equity

report being satisfied.

A

potential dispositional variable that might explain these
differences in evaluations may be negative affectivity,
which has been associated with lower levels of task and
job satisfaction
affectivity,

(Levin & Stokes,

and more generally,

1989).

Thus,

dispositions,

negative
may explain

differences in job satisfaction when discrepancies
facet satisfaction)
global satisfaction)

(for

and discrepancies and importance
are similar.

(for

Future research should

seek to confirm these hypotheses and incorporate those
findings into the proposed model.
Yet another variable future investigations may want
to modify is the time frame used to determine future
evaluations of job satisfaction.

Because no studies other

than Hollenbeck's

(1989) could be located which employed

such a manipulation,

this study used the same future time

frame as Hollenbeck:

two to four years.

Hollenbeck chose

this time frame because it was consistent with expected
promotions within the company being investigated.

The

current study, on the other hand, had employees from a
number of different organizations and backgrounds.

Given

the varied and oftentimes ambiguous conditions of
employment in the workplace,

it is likely that the time

frame used was not the best time frame for all subjects
given their varied situations.

As a result,

future

research should explore the possibility of changing the
future time frame to determine if it impacts the findings.
One recommendation would be to change the future time
frame to one to two years.

Using a shorter time frame may

make the understanding of the future more clear and
consequently make it easier for employees to anticipate
changes in the future.

Having a clearer understanding of

the future would certainly influence the perceptions of
job change,

and as predicted above,

larger changes may

result in larger differences between time frames.
However,

shortening the future time frame may also result

in smaller perceived changes of the job which would
ultimately result in smaller differences between time
frames.

Consequently,

future research should explore the
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impact of using different time frames on future
evaluations of job satisfaction.
In addition,
two years

changing the future time frame to one to

(or even 6 months to 18 months) may increase the

predictability of certain job-related behaviors.

For

instance, most intention to turnover measures involve a
future time frame component

(e.g., what is your intention

to turnover in the next twelve m o n t h s ? ) .

By asking

employees to rate satisfaction using a time frame that is
consistent with other measures of job-related behaviors,
the relationship between satisfaction and intent to
turnover may be enhanced.

Given that Hollenbeck's

(1989)

study was the only one that could be located that involved
a future time frame,

it follows that most studies of job

satisfaction use a present time frame evaluation when
investigating relationships with job-related behaviors.
However,

evaluating future job satisfaction using a one-

year time frame and then asking about intentions to
turnover in the coming year may generate stronger
relationships than with present evaluations of job
satisfaction.
Furthermore,

future research may begin to distinguish

between the type of job-related behaviors and the time
frame of the satisfaction rating.

As proposed above,

future time frames may be more predictive of intentions to
turnover, which is a future-oriented variable.

On the

other hand, present satisfaction ratings may be more
predictive of present-oriented job-related behaviors,
as absenteeism.

such

Since absenteeism is a behavior that has

already occurred in the recent past

(usually within the

last y e a r ) , absenteeism should have a stronger
relationship with present satisfaction than with future
satisfaction.

While the correlations between present and

future satisfaction are somewhat high

(r's ranging from

.61 to .78, see Table 2), they are low enough to warrant
different applications for different situations.

Thus,

considering when the job-related behaviors are measured
and linking those with the measurement of job satisfaction
may result in an increase in the observed relationships
between these variables and, consequently,

an increase in

our predictive capabilities.
Limitations of the Present Study
As with most studies of job satisfaction,

this study

used a self-report measure to gauge how satisfied
employees were with their jobs.

Thus,

this study suffers

from the same limitations as most studies using selfreport measures,

including common method bias

Williams et a l ., 1989).
shortcoming,

(e.g.,

In order to combat this

this study randomly presented facet and

global measures of satisfaction to counterbalance the
influence of one type of measure influencing the other
type of measure.

Fortunately,

the order of the measures
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did not influence the results;

in all investigations

examining the ten hypotheses and the additional analyses,
no order effect for the type of measure
global)

(facet versus

was found to significantly influence the results.

Another limitation of the present study involves the
potential for method bias to influence evaluations when
assessing present and future satisfaction.

Due to

recommendations from employees in the pilot study, both
present and future time frames were presented together on
the same sheet of paper.

Because of this change,

the

randomization procedure used in the presentation of facet
and global scales could not be manipulated;

in the study,

the present time frame was on the left side of the paper
while the future time frame was on the right side.
Assuming that all employees answered the present time
frame first simply because it was on the left side of the
paper,

it becomes possible that responses to a present

time frame may have influenced future time frame responses
(which is method b i a s ) .

However,

this method bias would

primarily serve to limit

(rather than accentuate)

the

differences between present and future time frames.

Thus,

the presence of method bias explaining time frame
differences in this study is not a concern.
In addition,

common method bias is not a concern in

four of the ten original hypotheses because they involved
interaction terms, which cannot be influenced by common

method bias.

Of the remaining hypotheses that received

supporting evidence,

only those hypotheses proposing

differences in the selection of comparison others could
potentially be effected by common method bias.
hypotheses,

common method bias would have resulted in the

selection of very similar
others.

In these

(if not identical)

comparison

Yet, the results indicated that different

comparison others were selected under a variety of
conditions

(e.g., present versus future satisfaction;

global versus facet satisfaction).

Considering that

common method bias would attenuate these differences,

the

possible presence of method bias actually makes the
results of these hypotheses more convincing.
On the other hand,

the threat of common method bias

is a concern in many of the additional analyses,
particularly those that involve relationships between
discrepancy and satisfaction,

importance and satisfaction,

and present and future satisfaction.

In these cases,

correlations between each set of variables would have been
inflated if common method bias had been present.
Unfortunately,

it was not possible to determine the extent

of common method bias in this study, but it is recognized
here that it is possible that these relationships could
have been inflated.

Future research should seek to

investigate the extent common method bias may have
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influenced the relationships between each set of variables
listed above.
Another limitation of the current study is its
assumption that employees could anticipate what they
expected to receive two to four years from now.
example,

For

this study assumed that employees could evaluate

the amount of pay they would be receiving in two to four
years,

and then, based on that assertion, make comparisons

based on what they desired.

Of course,

one way to test

this concern would be a follow up study two to four years
from now to determine how accurate these predictions were.
Yet, when evaluating the future, what may be most
important is the perception of what is anticipated to
happen, not necessarily what actually happens.
Particularly when evaluating attitudes,

it appears that

perceptions outweigh reality when influencing responses
(James & James,

1989).

A related concern about asking employees to evaluate
the future is what Feldman and Lynch
as self-generated validity.
construct

(1988) have described

This is a notion wherein any

(such as future job satisfaction)

may not exist

but may be spontaneously generated when an employee is
asked to rate the construct.

For instance,

an employee

may never consider whether he/she will be satisfied with
his/her future supervisor until asked about it on a
survey.

When asked,

the employee then generates responses
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that may be consistent with the theory being tested.
Consequently,

any evidence discovered for the theory may

be due to these spontaneous creations rather than the
viability for the theory.
As with all survey research,
is certainly a concern.

self-generated validity

In the present study,

however,

self-generated validity may be an even greater concern
because employees were asked to rate present and future
job satisfaction.

It is entirely possible that employees

had not thought of satisfaction in a future time frame,
yet when asked about future satisfaction,

they constructed

thoughts that would be consistent with the model being
tested.

This is definitely a possible limitation of the

present research.

Unfortunately,

evidence for or against

self-generated validity is difficult obtain,

and the

present study did not ask the respondents if they had ever
considered future evaluations of job satisfaction before
completing the survey.

However,

evidence from valence

theory suggests that job satisfaction is concerned with
anticipated events

(e.g., Mitchell,

1974), which would

certainly indicate that employees do consider future time
frames when evaluating job satisfaction.

Nevertheless,

future research should attempt to confirm that employees
often think about the future when evaluating satisfaction.
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Overall Conclusions
Overall,

the results of the present study provide

support for many of the propositions of the integrated job
satisfaction theories.

The results indicated support for

discrepancy theory in that the size of the discrepancy
between what one receives and what one desires had strong
implications for the evaluation of job satisfaction.
study also uncovered partial support for Locke's

This

(1976)

value theory by finding that a discrepancy by importance
interaction may be most influential in explaining global
satisfaction,

but may not be necessary when explaining

facet satisfaction.

Moreover,

the results from this study

demonstrated evidence for equity theory by showing that
comparison others are used in the evaluation of job
satisfaction and that the selection of these comparison
others differ when employees are asked to make different
evaluations.

Finally,

the results of this study provided

support for valence theory by illustrating that present
and future time frames lead to different comparison others
and to different job satisfaction evaluations.
In regards to the proposed model,

all of the key

components received support.

The roles of discrepancies,

comparison others,

(in global satisfaction)

importance

time frames all were found to significantly impact the
final evaluation of job satisfaction.
findings from this study,

Based on the

the only revisions of the

and

proposed model involved the elimination of the suggested
relationship between comparison others and importance,
a consideration of which type of satisfaction,
global,

is being evaluated.

being evaluated,
measured.

and

facet or

If facet satisfaction is

then discrepancies alone should be

But if global satisfaction is being evaluated,

then discrepancies and importance should be measured.
While future research should investigate the potential
moderating influences of perceived job change and
individual thresholds on the final evaluation of job
satisfaction,

the results of the present study suggest

that the proposed model provides a solid foundation of the
processes involved in the evaluation of job satisfaction.
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